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Senate 
The Senate met at 9 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Honorable 
GEORGE ALLEN, a Senator from the 
state of Virginia. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 

Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 
Almighty God, Sovereign of our Na-

tion and Lord of our lives, we don’t 
know all that the future holds, but we 
do know You hold the future. 

We press on with courage and con-
fidence. Here are our minds: Think 
Your thoughts through them. Here are 
our imaginations; show us Your pur-
pose and plan. Here are our wills; guide 
us to do Your will. What You give us 
the vision to conceive and the daring 
to believe, You will give us the power 
to achieve. So go before us to show us 
Your way, behind us to press us for-
ward toward Your goals, beside us to 
give us Your resiliency, above us to 
watch over us; and within us to give us 
Your supernatural gifts of great leader-
ship—wisdom, discernment, knowledge, 
and vision. In Your all powerful name. 
Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The Honorable GEORGE ALLEN led the 

Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 
I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 

United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. THURMOND). 

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, April 4, 2001. 

To the Senate: 
Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 

of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 

appoint the Honorable GEORGE ALLEN, a Sen-
ator from the state of Virginia, to perform 
the duties of the Chair. 

STROM THURMOND, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. ALLEN thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, leader-
ship time is reserved. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Pennsylvania 
is recognized. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have 
been asked on behalf of the distin-
guished majority leader to announce 
that today the Senate will imme-
diately resume consideration of the 
budget resolution with the time be-
tween now and 10:30 a.m. equally di-
vided for debate on the Grassley and 
Johnson amendments regarding agri-
culture. At 10:30 a.m. there will be two 
back-to-back votes on these amend-
ments. Senator HARKIN will be recog-
nized to offer the next amendment on 
education. 

Further amendments will be offered 
with votes to occur throughout the 
day. 

Senators will be notified as votes are 
scheduled. I thank my colleagues for 
their attention. 

f 

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET FOR 
THE UNITED STATES GOVERN-
MENT FOR FISCAL YEARS 2001– 
2011 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will now resume consideration 

of H. Con. Res. 83, which the clerk will 
report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 83) 

establishing the congressional budget for the 
United States Government for fiscal year 
2002, revising the congressional budget for 
the United States Government for fiscal year 
2001, and setting forth appropriate budgetary 
levels for each of fiscal years 2003 through 
2011. 

Pending: 
Domenici amendment No. 170, in the na-

ture of a substitute. 
Grassley amendment No. 174 (to amend-

ment No. 170), to provide for additional agri-
culture assistance. 

Conrad (for Johnson) amendment No. 176 
(to amendment No. 170), to provide emer-
gency assistance to producers of agricultural 
commodities in fiscal year 2001, and addi-
tional funds for farm and conservation pro-
grams during fiscal years 2002 through 2011. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I 
would like to make a few comments on 
the pending budget resolution. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 174 AND 176 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. If the Senator will yield, under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume concurrent debate on the 
Grassley amendment No. 174 and the 
Johnson amendment No. 176 with the 
time to be equally divided. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania is 
recognized. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. REID. Time will be off the Re-

publican side. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, it is 

my view that a $1.6 trillion tax cut is 
an appropriate figure considering the 
projected surplus of $5.6 trillion. But I 
am concerned that projections over a 
10-year period are risky. If there is a 
change of 1 percent in the inflation 
rate or a change of 1 percent in the un-
employment rate, the figures are very 
different. 
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I recall the projections in 1981, when 

we considered the Kemp-Roth tax bill, 
that surpluses were expected and defi-
cits turned out to be the fact. It is my 
view that there ought to be the condi-
tion that these surpluses do mate-
rialize for the $1.6 trillion tax cut to 
take effect. I personally do not like the 
concept of a trigger, which means some 
recall action or some responsive ac-
tion. It is my view that conceptually 
the proper approach is that we are to 
have the tax cut if the surplus holds 
up, and it is the event of the tax cut 
about which we are talking. 

I have discussed the matter with the 
distinguished chairman of the Budget 
Committee and with other Senators. 
Senator DOMENICI has assured me he is 
working on language that will satisfy 
the concerns many of us have ex-
pressed. My soundings in Pennsylvania, 
and really around the country, are that 
there is enormous concern that we not 
add to the national debt. When I have 
polled my constituents—repeatedly in 
the course of the past many years, up 
to a decade—I have found that more 
people are concerned that the national 
debt be paid down—in fact, paid off— 
than are concerned about a tax cut. 

But as President Bush has projected 
a $5.6 trillion surplus, to repeat, there 
is adequate room for a $1.6 trillion tax 
cut, and there is adequate room to be 
sure that Social Security is sound, that 
Medicare is reformed, and that we are 
able to have the appropriations on the 
domestic discretionary accounts which 
are appropriate for the important 
needs of health, education, and other 
discretionary domestic programs, and 
defense as well. 

I have also expressed my concern in 
conversations with the leadership of 
the Senate, and with the administra-
tion in discussions with Vice President 
CHENEY and Secretary of the Treasury 
O’Neill, that at least as I view it, the 
tax cut ought to be a little more heav-
ily weighted for middle and lower in-
come Americans. 

I realize that in the budget resolu-
tion we are not going to delineate all of 
the parameters of these considerations. 
What we are looking at technically in 
the budget resolution is the $1.6 tril-
lion without a specification as to con-
ditionality, without a specification as 
to how the tax cut will be apportioned. 

But I think it is important for Sen-
ators, such as myself, to express them-
selves so there will be notice to those 
on the Finance Committee and the Re-
publican leadership and the White 
House as to where, at least, this Sen-
ator stands when the bills are pre-
sented. With the 50–50 Senate, it is im-
portant to be looking to take into ac-
count the condition of all Senators. 

It is my hope and expectation to be 
able to support our new President. I 
think he is off to an outstanding start. 
I had the opportunity to travel with 
him to Beaver County, PA, several 
weeks ago when he was talking about 
his tax plan. I believe we are on the 
right track. 

But this is a body which is not a rub-
ber stamp. Under the separation of 
powers—the Framers of the Constitu-
tion drafted the most impressive docu-
ment in the history of the world, sec-
ond to the Bible, and they made the 
Congress article I, they made the 
President article II, and they made the 
judiciary article III. If someone were to 
rewrite the Constitution, it would ap-
pear that the Supreme Court has re-
written the Constitution really to 
make the judiciary article I. But we 
are not supposed to be a rubber stamp. 
But counsel and collaboration is appro-
priate. That is why I take this occasion 
to express my views. 

With respect to the domestic spend-
ing, the 4-percent allocation, candidly, 
is tight. But I expect this body to work 
its will on a number of appropriations 
and on a number of matters which we 
will offer for amendments on education 
and health—and agriculture being dis-
cussed this morning. 

Last year, when the appropriations 
bill came to the floor for the sub-
committee which I chair on Labor, 
Health, Human Services, and Edu-
cation, we had established a mark of 
$106 billion. That was then-President 
Clinton’s figure. After a lot of discus-
sion with him, the Republican caucus, 
both in the Senate and the House—the 
Republican leadership—agreed to a fig-
ure of $106 billion—somewhat reluc-
tantly, I might say. But my experience 
had been, in preceding years—without 
going into details—that if we tried to 
undercut the President’s budget, we 
ended up paying a lot more. 

We then reallocated some of the pri-
orities on the bill presented on the 
Senate floor. Then, during the course 
of the amendment process, very sub-
stantial funds were added to education 
and health care. Being a principal au-
thor of the budget presented along with 
my distinguished colleague, Senator 
HARKIN, I defended the budget. As I 
said on the Senate floor, I cast more 
bad votes in 3 days voting against edu-
cation and health care measures than I 
had cast in my preceding 19 years in 
the Senate. But that was my job, to de-
fend the budget, and I did. 

Some 13 Republicans joined the 
Democrats in the add-ons, which I 
would not be surprised takes place at 
least to some extent on this budget res-
olution today. When the $106 billion 
budget for Labor, Health and Human 
Services, and Education was not sub-
mitted to the White House, because the 
Republican leadership never saw fit to 
do that, the figure then ballooned to 
$114 billion. At which point, I refused 
to sign the conference report. Then the 
figure was ultimately lowered to $107.9 
billion. 

As we consider this budget resolu-
tion, the lesson from that is, if we 
don’t adopt a realistic figure at the 
outset, we are going to end up spending 
more. 

Last year when we took up the budg-
et, there were some on the Budget 
Committee who wanted $596 billion for 

discretionary accounts. Finally, the 
figure arrived at was $600 billion. The 
result then was a lot of mirrors and 
smoke on deferred expenditures. The 
figure which was needed was $616 bil-
lion. Had that figure been present, we 
could have gotten agreement in this 
body and in the House and then gotten 
the bill signed. Ultimately, the figure 
was $640 billion. We spent at least $24 
billion more than we should have be-
cause of the last minute rush and add- 
ons became the order of the day. 

It is different this year. We have a 
Republican President. Last year we 
had a President who was a Democrat. 
There was pressure from the White 
House for add-ons. This year it is my 
expectation that, while there may be 
some flexibility from the White House, 
the pressure will be reversed. 

The President still has the veto pen. 
It is my hope that, as we move forward 
with the budget resolution, we will 
adopt realistic figures with which 
those of us on the Appropriations Com-
mittee can live and structure bills that 
can be enacted. 

I compliment Senator DOMENICI for 
the extraordinary work he has done on 
this budget and budgets in prior years. 
He has served as chairman or ranking 
on the Budget Committee since 1981. It 
is an extraordinarily difficult job. He 
also sits on the Appropriations Com-
mittee where he is caught between a 
rock and a hard place as he tries to ma-
neuver through the requirements and 
the wishes, sometimes the demands, of 
the Budget Committee to try to struc-
ture a bill which will pass in Appro-
priations. He has done just an extraor-
dinary job, as has the chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee, Senator 
STEVENS, who has the unenviable job of 
trying to make ends meet with 13 sub-
committees. 

I also compliment my colleague, Sen-
ator CONRAD, for the work he has done, 
for his having come to see me on a cou-
ple of occasions to go through the 
budget, as he sees it, in an effort to try 
to find common ground for a budget 
which can be approached on a bipar-
tisan basis. 

It is regrettable that we have not 
been able to work through a budget 
resolution which could be accom-
plished on a bipartisan basis. It is my 
thought that if we work at it harder, 
that is something we can still do. Sen-
ator HARKIN and I have had a very 
close relationship; he earlier as chair-
man and I as ranking on our sub-
committee and I now as chairman and 
Senator HARKIN as ranking. I learned a 
long time ago if you want to get some-
thing done in Washington and in this 
body, there has to be bipartisan co-
operation. 

I also compliment the ranking mem-
ber of the Appropriations Committee, 
Senator BYRD, who has performed in 
that capacity with great distinction, as 
he has as President pro tempore and 
majority leader and also, in prior 
years, as chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee. 
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I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield 

myself 10 minutes off the resolution. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Senator 
from Pennsylvania for his kind words. 
I have always enjoyed working with 
him. He is right. I hope it is not too 
late to have a bipartisan approach to 
this budget. We are rapidly running out 
of time. Very soon we will be casting 
the final votes that will set this budget 
in place. Nobody should doubt what 
that will mean for the rest of this year 
and perhaps for the rest of the decade. 

This morning in the Washington Post 
I noticed an opinion piece by former 
Republican Senator Warren Rudman, 
former Democratic Senator Sam Nunn, 
who are cochairmen of the Concord Co-
alition, and three former high officials 
in the Federal Government: Robert 
Rubin, former Secretary of the Treas-
ury; Paul Volcker, former Federal Re-
serve Chairman; and Pete Peterson, 
who was Secretary of Commerce in the 
Nixon administration. I want to bring 
to the attention of the Senate this 
opinion piece because they make a 
great deal of sense in how they have 
alerted us. 

They say in part in this opinion piece 
that ‘‘great care must be taken to en-
sure that any tax cut medicine treats 
the short-term economic symptoms 
without adversely affecting the long- 
term prognosis.’’ They go on to say: 

We believe an immediate fiscal stimulus 
can be provided independently of the pro-
posed 10-year tax cut. Any additional tax cut 
should be limited to account for the enor-
mous uncertainty— 

Something the Senator from Penn-
sylvania mentioned in his remarks— 
of long-term budget projections and the huge 
unfunded obligations of Social Security and 
Medicare. A compromise based on this 
framework would help ensure passage of a 
budget resolution with substantial bipar-
tisan support. 

They are right. We could have sub-
stantial bipartisan support on a plan to 
provide immediate fiscal stimulus. I 
wish we would halt work on the budget 
right now, go to work on a stimulus 
package right now and pass it this 
week, get it into the hands of the 
American people as quickly as possible, 
and then go to work on a 10-year pack-
age that would take account of both 
the uncertainty of this 10-year forecast 
and also, as former Senators Nunn and 
Rudman and their group have advised, 
‘‘the huge unfunded obligations of So-
cial Security and Medicare.’’ 

They go on: 
The first part of the compromise, passing 

immediate tax relief, already has over-
whelming support. 

They are right. 
The second part of the compromise in-

volves an entirely separate issue—the extent 
to which policymakers should gamble on the 
accuracy of 10-year projections that the Con-

gressional Budget Office itself says could be 
off by trillions of dollars. In our view, it 
would be exceedingly unwise to rely on these 
projections to lock in a series of large, esca-
lating tax cuts, particularly before address-
ing the implications of the future financing 
requirements of Social Security and Medi-
care. 

Mr. President, how much time have I 
consumed? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has consumed 4 min-
utes. 

Mr. CONRAD. If the Chair will in-
form me when I have consumed 8 min-
utes, I would appreciate it. 

This chart talks about the uncer-
tainty former Senators Nunn and Rud-
man have discussed. This is from the 
Congressional Budget Office itself, the 
ones who did the forecast. They tell us 
the projection of a $5.6 trillion surplus 
has only a 10-percent chance of coming 
true, a 45-percent chance there will be 
more money, a 45-percent chance there 
will be less money. Of course, this fore-
cast was made weeks ago. In the inter-
val, the economy has weakened fur-
ther. 

I will bet that the chances are we 
will probably have less money over this 
10-year period than was previously 
forecast. Yet we are about to lock in a 
10-year plan that leaves little margin 
for error. 

It uses all of the non-trust-fund 
money for the tax cut. That means if 
the forecast does not prove out, if there 
is less money, we will be into the trust 
funds of Medicare and Social Security, 
and we will be into them at a critical 
time—right before the baby boomers 
start to retire. And all of these surplus 
numbers will turn to substantial defi-
cits. 

I hope very much that colleagues will 
take a look at this opinion piece by our 
very respected former colleagues, Re-
publicans and Democrats, who are say-
ing: Enact the stimulus package now. 
That is something we should do and 
then go to work on a 10-year plan that 
takes account not only the uncertainty 
of the projections but that also takes 
account of the massive unfunded liabil-
ity in Social Security and Medicare. 
That would be the responsible thing to 
do. That would be the wise thing to do. 
And I think we could come together on 
a bipartisan plan to do both of those 
things. 

Let me conclude on the question of 
the uncertainty of the forecast by say-
ing this chart shows that in the year 
2006 we can have anywhere from a $50 
billion deficit to more than a trillion 
dollar surplus, and this is according to 
the people who made the forecast. That 
is the uncertainty. It is just unwise to 
come out here and support a plan that 
uses all of the non-trust-fund money 
for a tax cut. I think it virtually 
assures that we will be raiding the 
trust funds of Medicare and Social Se-
curity if the President’s plan passes. 

Let me say that the plan we have of-
fered on our side as a potential com-
promise protects the Social Security 
and Medicare trust funds—every dollar 

of those moneys—and then, with what 
is left, divides it in the following ways: 
a third for a tax cut; a third for the 
high-priority domestic needs of pre-
scription drug benefits, money to im-
prove education, money to strengthen 
our national defense; and then, with 
the final third, we do what is proposed 
by our colleagues in this opinion piece 
this morning—set aside $750 billion to 
begin to deal with our long-term liabil-
ity in Social Security and Medicare. 
That is a conservative approach. To 
me, it is a wiser course than using all 
of the non-trust-fund money for a tax 
cut—a tax cut that is predicated on a 
10-year projection that is highly uncer-
tain. 

There has been a lot of talk about 
what the differences are between our 
plan and the competing plan on the 
other side. The fundamental difference 
is right here—short-term and long- 
term debt reduction. Our plan dedi-
cates $3.65 trillion of the $5.6 trillion 
projected surplus for short- and long- 
term debt reduction. President Bush’s 
plan dedicates $2 trillion for that pur-
pose. 

I suggest to my colleagues that the 
plan we are offering is conservative; it 
takes account of the uncertainty of 
this forecast; and it gives us maximum 
paydown of both short-term and long- 
term debt. 

With that, I yield the floor and look 
forward to our remaining 1 hour of de-
bate on the amendment before us. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Who yields time? 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I yield 
the Senator from Georgia such time as 
he may consume. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Georgia is rec-
ognized. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the amendment that I have 
introduced jointly with the Senators 
from Iowa and New Mexico. This 
amendment to boost agricultural 
spending comes at a time of great dis-
tress for our American farms. It will 
provide our struggling farmers with 
the assistance they so desperately 
need, and we believe it will give Con-
gress the ability to craft a solid farm 
bill as these negotiations near. 

This amendment will provide nearly 
$64 billion in increased agricultural 
spending over the next 11 years. More 
importantly, it addresses our current 
problems by providing $5 billion for fis-
cal year 2001—a critical boost for later 
in this crop year. 

This amendment is also fiscally re-
sponsible, accounting for only a small 
portion of our projected surplus; and it 
will not jeopardize support for other 
priorities that Congress identifies. 

Crops are now going into the ground 
and farmers are extremely worried. 
The cost of fertilizer and fuel is ex-
pected to hit near record amounts this 
summer, at the same time we watch 
commodity prices continue to fall. 

While this immediate funding is crit-
ical, I say this: It may not prove to be 
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enough. We will have to watch our ag-
ricultural situation very closely to de-
termine if additional funds are needed 
later this year. Nevertheless, I appre-
ciate very much the leadership and co-
operation of my colleagues in pro-
viding funds for this fiscal year and ad-
dressing this problem directly. 

We all understand the importance of 
this effort, and we will have to work 
together to assist our producers 
through these difficult times. Farmers 
are pleading for our help. They are sell-
ing their crops at the same level today 
that they or their parents did 20 years 
ago, while the cost of production con-
tinues to soar. 

Without our help, many farms in my 
State and all around this country will 
continue to go out of business. Agri-
culture provides one out of every six 
jobs in my State, and it has an eco-
nomic impact of over $60 billion a year. 
Georgia farmers have a compelling 
need for stability. The rural commu-
nities they support are under great dis-
tress as well. And those who know 
rural America know this type of dis-
tress extends far beyond the farm. It 
affects the car dealership; it affects the 
local restaurant and the downtown de-
partment store. These pieces of rural 
economies are inextricably linked. 

I thank the chairman, the Senator 
from New Mexico, and the Senator 
from Iowa for recognizing this shortfall 
in funding for agriculture and for their 
willingness to work with me on this 
amendment. As I mentioned, this is a 
responsible approach, and while it may 
not be the final solution, I think it will 
go a long way and will be a good step 
forward to ensuring that the needs of 
America’s hard-working farmers are 
met. I hope my colleagues will support 
this important and timely amendment. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Who yields time? 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

yield 10 minutes to the Senator from 
New Hampshire. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New Hampshire 
is recognized. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I con-
gratulate the Senator from New Mex-
ico for his efforts on this piece of legis-
lation which is so important to our 
country. I also congratulate the Sen-
ator from North Dakota for his fine ef-
forts in presenting the other side of the 
case in this matter. 

I wish to talk about a number of 
issues that have been raised today. 
Specifically, however, I want to get 
into the issue of spending in this bill 
and the potential for driving a large 
hole in the concept of controlling 
spending at the Federal level. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota cited a recent 
op-ed piece written by the cochairmen 
of the Concord Coalition which has 
been a force for fiscal discipline in the 
Congress for many years. I think if the 
cochairmen of the Concord Coalition 
had followed the debate over the last 
few days, and specifically the debate on 

the agricultural amendments, the de-
bate on the IDEA amendments, the 
drug proposals as a mandatory exer-
cise, they would have serious concerns 
and may not have written the op-ed 
pieces they wrote. They would see that 
the contingency fund, or the fund for 
the preservation of Social Security as 
it is defined, or the reserve for Social 
Security as defined by the Senator 
from North Carolina, as defined by the 
President in his budget, is under seri-
ous stress and duress because the dol-
lars are being spent rather aggressively 
in this Congress as we add more and 
more mandatory programs to the agen-
da of the Congress. 

Mandatory programs have an insid-
ious way of spending Federal dollars 
without the Congress having to be re-
sponsible in voting for those Federal 
dollars once the initial vote has oc-
curred. 

Regrettably, in this exercise, we are 
on all sorts of levels adding new man-
datory programs to the Federal ac-
counts. In the end, that is going to 
drive up Federal spending dramatically 
and, as a result, put pressure on the So-
cial Security trust funds, put pressure 
on the ability to return to taxpayers in 
the form of a tax cut the moneys which 
they rightly deserve, moneys which 
they are sending us which we do not 
need to spend, and generally limit fis-
cal discipline. Mandatory programs es-
sentially are not subject to fiscal dis-
cipline. 

I want to speak specifically to the 
mandatory programs now being pro-
posed in the area of agriculture. Re-
grettably, over the last few years, the 
agricultural accounts have been the 
least disciplined accounts within the 
Federal agenda. In fact, if we go back— 
and this chart reflects my point—if we 
go back over the last couple of years, 
we see the green lines are the Federal 
caps. This is what we were supposed to 
spend as a Federal Government. Begin-
ning in 1998, we went way beyond those 
Federal caps and exploded Federal 
spending. 

That explosion of Federal spending, 
above what we said we were going to do 
as a Congress, was driven in large part 
by emergency events. Those emergency 
events in large part were agricultural 
spending. In fact, agricultural spending 
over the last few years, as a result of 
increases driven by the Congress, have 
gone from $9 billion in 1996 up to $38 
billion in 2000. 

The majority of this increase—which 
is a staggering percentage increase by 
the way, almost a 400-percent in-
crease—the majority of this increase 
has been done under the guise of emer-
gency spending. 

Last year there was $31.5 billion in 
emergency spending in the agricultural 
accounts. That is why this chart has 
such a dramatic and regrettable line to 
it—the actual spending in relation to 
what we were supposed to spend as a 
government because emergency spend-
ing in the agricultural accounts has 
been so out of control, for all intents 
and purposes. 

This year there is a new approach. 
The approach is: Let’s not deal with 
these emergencies anymore; let’s just 
make all this mandatory, and then we 
will not have to do emergencies. We 
will just simply spend the money and 
never have to account for it under any 
scenario. That is not fiscal discipline. 

We need to look at what is happening 
in the agricultural community to un-
derstand the extent of the spending, 
the largess that is occurring. 

In the year 1999, the Government 
payments as a percentage of farm in-
come in the United States were essen-
tially half. In other words, if you take 
net farm income, half of the net farm 
income in this country came from the 
Federal Government in tax payments 
raised from Americans and then paid 
out to farmers. 

That is a staggering change because, 
in the year 1990, only 20 percent of the 
payments that went to farmers were 
Federal payments, Federal tax dollars 
going to farmers. The top 1 percent of 
farmers received, on average, $660,000 
each from the Government. The top 10 
percent received $308,000. The average 
farm income exceeds the average 
American household income by $1,000. 

These numbers are staggering. In 
some States, net farm income—in 
other words, what farmers make in 
profit, what they actually hold in their 
accounts to operate their day-to-day 
lives after their expenses—net farm in-
come was exceeded by Government 
payments by over 100 percent. 

In the State of North Dakota, direct 
Government payments exceeded net 
farm income by 210 percent. In the 
State of Indiana, direct Government 
payments exceeded net farm income by 
192 percent. There are eight States in 
this country where direct Government 
payments exceed net farm income. 

What does that mean? That means 
we pay more in tax dollars to the farm-
ers in those States than the farmers 
take home in pay after expenses. That 
is an incredible figure. It essentially 
means that, for example, in the State 
of Indiana, we could say to every farm-
er in that State: Stop farming, and we 
are going to pay you twice what you 
make now in taxes because that is 
what we are doing today. Yet that is 
not enough. 

Today we have amendments facing us 
which are calling for an increase—an 
increase—over this staggering amount 
which we have already seen in the last 
5 years rise to $38 billion. This amend-
ment is calling for an increase over 
that number. The Johnson-Conrad 
amendment is calling for an additional 
$97 billion over the next 10 years. That 
is going to jump this number up radi-
cally and, over the next 10 years, obvi-
ously have a huge impact on the budg-
et. 

It is going to be a mandatory pro-
gram. Once we pass it, because of the 
machinations and procedures of this 
place, that is going to be the end of the 
game. It is over. A lot of times on these 
budget debates we are fighting with 
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rubber bullets. We shoot at each other, 
but it does not hurt that much. These 
are not rubber bullets. These are real 
bullets. When we pass this one, it be-
comes a mandatory program. When the 
authorization committee acts, which 
we absolutely know is going to happen 
because the authorization committee 
strongly supports increasing funding, 
it is over. We will have a mandatory 
program on the books which is going to 
cost the American taxpayers a huge 
amount of money over the years. It 
makes no sense from the standpoint 
that we are already paying two times 
the cost of the net income in States 
such as Indiana and North Dakota. 

It also makes no sense because the 
price of farm products is going up, as 
this last chart shows. We have a sig-
nificant increase in farm prices occur-
ring in many commodities—rice, soy-
beans, wheat, and corn. One has to 
wonder, if the prices are going up—and 
they are projected by CBO to go up. 
For example, corn prices are projected 
to go up 30 percent over 10 years; soy-
beans, 43 percent; wheat, 40 percent; 
rice, 40 percent—if they are going to go 
up, why do we have to put the subsidies 
up? 

I do not know. I know every time we 
have a farm bill, the American tax-
payers end up paying a huge amount of 
money. 

The Senator from North Dakota is a 
strong supporter of this. This is his 
amendment. For those of us in the rest 
of the country, we have to ask our-
selves: Why would we want to put on 
the books a mandatory program that is 
going to cost us these types of dollars? 
Let us at least have the ability to come 
back every year and check this number 
and see whether we really need it. 

Mr. President, I suspect my time is 
up. Therefore, I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Who yields time? 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. CONRAD. I listened to my col-
league and my friend from New Hamp-
shire describe farm prices rising. I 
would love for him to go to my home 
State and tell the farmers that farm 
prices are rising. They are not rising. 
They have the lowest farm prices in 
real terms in 75 years. That is what is 
happening to farm prices. 

Mr. GREGG. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. CONRAD. I will be happy to yield 

in a moment. I would love to have a di-
alog on this question. 

I say to my friend from New Hamp-
shire, I know agriculture is not a domi-
nant industry in New Hampshire but it 
is dominant in many States in the Na-
tion. For those who represent farmers, 
we can report to our colleague there is 
a desperate crisis across farm country. 
This is about as serious a situation as 
I have ever seen. 

When our colleague says farm prices 
are rising, he is talking about a projec-

tion into the future by the Congres-
sional Budget Office, the very same 
people who said prices would be rising 
now, when prices have plummeted. 
Their record on forecasting farm prices 
is not very good. It is another indica-
tion of why there is great danger in 
banking on any 10-year forecast. That 
is what the Senator from New Hamp-
shire was showing, a 10-year forecast 
for farm prices by people who in the 
past haven’t been able to forecast farm 
prices worth a hoot and a holler. 

Here is what has happened. This is 
what has really happened from 1991 to 
now. The red line on this chart is the 
prices farmers receive. The distribu-
tion of this line is quite clear. It is al-
most straight down. The green line is 
the prices farmers pay for their input. 
It is going up, up, up. It is the relation-
ship between the prices farmers pay 
and what they are paid that has cre-
ated this farm crisis. It is why there is 
strong support on a bipartisan basis to 
respond. It is the reason so much of 
farm income is currently coming from 
the Federal Government. If it weren’t, 
we would have an absolute collapse oc-
curring in farm country. 

My State is a wheat State. When my 
colleague from New Hampshire says 
farm prices are rising—and I say I 
would love to have him come to my 
State and address a farm crowd and ex-
plain to them how farm prices are ris-
ing—this is why he wouldn’t get a very 
good reception. This chart shows what 
has happened to farm prices ever since 
we passed the last farm bill which was 
a disaster in itself. Farm prices have 
plummeted. That is what has happened 
to wheat prices. Here is the cost of pro-
ducing. Here is what has happened to 
prices. The prices are far below the 
cost of production. 

Mr. GREGG. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. CONRAD. I will yield soon. I 

want to first devastate the case the 
Senator made. 

Mr. GREGG. You are not devastating 
my case. You are trying to devastate 
CBO’s case. 

Mr. CONRAD. No, the Senator was 
making the case that CBO made. When 
you say farm prices are rising, they are 
not. That is the simple reality. What 
you have is the lowest prices in real 
terms in 75 years, and it is a crisis all 
across rural America, all across agri-
cultural America, and every Senator 
who represents a farm State, farm con-
stituency, knows it. 

Let’s talk about some of the under-
lying reasons we have this serious 
problem. This is what our major com-
petitors are doing. We cannot talk 
about agriculture in isolation. We have 
to talk about what is happening with 
our major competitors. Our major com-
petitors are the Europeans. This is 
what the Europeans are doing to sup-
port their producers: $313 an acre on 
average. This is for the period of 1996 to 
1999. This is what we are doing in the 
United States during the same period: 
$38 an acre. That is nearly a 10-to-1 ad-
vantage in terms of what the Euro-

peans are providing their producers 
versus what we are providing our pro-
ducers. These are not KENT CONRAD’s 
numbers; these are the numbers from 
the Organization for Economic Co-
operation and Development. They are 
the international scorekeepers on these 
questions. 

It isn’t just what they do for their 
producers directly; it is also what they 
are doing in terms of agricultural ex-
port support. Here is what the Euro-
peans are doing. This chart shows 
which countries are providing what 
percentage of world agricultural export 
subsidy, according to the World Trade 
Organization. This is for the last full 
year for which there are records, 1998. 
The blue pie on this chart is Europe’s 
share of world agricultural export sub-
sidies. It is 83.5 percent. The U.S. share 
is 2.7 percent. That is 30 to 1 as a dif-
ferential. Is there any wonder our 
farmers are getting killed in the inter-
national marketplace? Is there any 
wonder our market share is going down 
and Europe’s is going up? Is there any 
wonder Europe was poised to surpass us 
in world market share last year? 

Our friends in Europe have a strategy 
and a plan. They are working it, and 
they are working it very effectively. 
They have told me flatout: We think 
we are in a trade war with you in agri-
culture, and we think at some point 
there will be a cease-fire in this trade 
war. We believe it will be a cease-fire 
in place. We want to occupy the high 
ground. The high ground is world mar-
ket share. We are going out and buy-
ing. 

That is exactly what they are doing. 
They are buying world market share. 

We are faced with a circumstance in 
which we have a crisis in American ag-
riculture. It is deep. It is threatening. 
It is so serious that if it is left un-
checked, it will force thousands of 
farmers off the land—not because of 
anything they have done but because of 
our failure to respond to the European 
juggernaut. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
wanted to join in a colloquy, and I am 
happy to entertain a question on his 
time. 

Mr. GREGG. I am not sure I have any 
time. 

Mr. DOMENICI. The problem is we 
don’t have any time because of the cir-
cumstance that occurred this morning. 
That time was used up by a distin-
guished Senator who was speaking on a 
subject unrelated to this. He had au-
thority to do that. He spoke for quite 
some time, so we ended up very short 
in time. 

My friend got some time this morn-
ing, and I wonder if the Senator would 
object to a request on my part that we 
be given an additional 15 minutes. 

Mr. CONRAD. I object unless we are 
given an additional 15 minutes, and 
that extends the time of the vote. I 
don’t think that is a wise course. 

Mr. DOMENICI. How much time do 
they have remaining? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. They have 33 minutes. 
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Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator wants 

our side to finish debate in 7 minutes, 
and he has 33. 

Mr. CONRAD. The Senator has used 
his time. I didn’t use his time. He used 
his time. If you add time, the only fair 
way to do it is for us to then add time, 
and then we extend the time for the 
vote, which I don’t think should be 
done. We wouldn’t accept that. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for 15 minutes off 
the resolution and I give 3 minutes of 
that to the Senator. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. GREGG. I thank the Senator 
from New Mexico. I wish to make a 
couple of points in response to the Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

First, as to my original point—and 
the Senator makes this point with his 
representations as far as the unpredict-
ability of the pricing of the commod-
ities—I cited a pricing list put forth by 
CBO, and the Senator rejects CBO as a 
scorer on this event. Then we should be 
coming back to the farm issue every 
year. We should not be making it a 
mandatory 10-year event where the au-
thorizing committee can essentially 
create a cost to the taxpayers of this 
country which will not be adjusted by 
the actual events that occur in the 
marketplace. 

Second, the fundamental point I am 
making is that the gross increase in 
farm spending has been uncontrolled 
and that the amendment that is being 
proposed of another $100 billion of new 
spending on top of the Federal baseline 
is a massive hole in the Federal budget. 
It is going to a program which makes 
no sense any longer. In States such as 
North Dakota, the American taxpayer 
is presently paying, in tax subsidies to 
the average farmer in North Dakota, 
twice what the farmers make in take- 
home pay. So it makes no sense. It is a 
program that makes no sense. 

I agree with the Senator from North 
Dakota on that point. But I do not 
think the way you resolve it is by put-
ting more and more money into it. In 
fact, the last Agriculture Secretary, 
Secretary Glickman, said exactly that. 
He said the incentive for farms to be ef-
ficient any longer has been lost. Essen-
tially, the Government role is requir-
ing the farmer to do something in re-
turn, which has been largely elimi-
nated by the Congress. There is essen-
tially a program that is out of control 
and it is getting more and more out of 
control. All we are doing is suggesting 
we throw more and more money at it, 
so now we have eight States where the 
Federal Government pays more in sub-
sidy than the farmers take home in 
pay. What type of program is that? It 
does not make any sense to me. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, in re-
sponse to my colleague from New 
Hampshire, when he uses the figure of 
200 percent in North Dakota, what he is 

taking is a year in which there were 
two emergency packages paid in the 
same year: one for the previous year, 
one for the current year. So it is not an 
accurate picture of what is occurring. 

The Senator is right that agricul-
tural spending has increased. It has in-
creased in response to a crisis. It has 
increased in response to the lowest 
farm prices, in real terms, in 75 years. 

I put up the chart that shows what 
has happened to farm prices. They have 
gone straight down since the last farm 
bill has passed and the prices that 
farmers pay have escalated, escalated, 
escalated, creating a huge gap between 
the prices they pay and the prices they 
receive. If we do not respond, we will 
see tens of thousands of farmers forced 
off the land. 

Talking about a value question, this 
is a value question. It has nothing to 
do with our farmers doing something 
wrong or being somehow incapable of 
competing. But they are up against the 
hard reality of what the Europeans are 
doing. The Europeans are outgunning 
us 30 to 1 on export support for agri-
culture—30 to 1. On support to indi-
vidual producers they are outgunning 
us almost 10 to 1. That is the reality of 
what we confront here. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
can say ‘‘tough luck, you are all down 
the road here,’’ but I do not think that 
is the response of the American people. 
I think the American people say if this 
is what our competitors are doing, we 
ought to fight back. We ought to level 
the playing field. We ought to give our 
farmers a fair, fighting chance. 

I know there are other Senators 
waiting for time. How much time does 
the Senator from Iowa need? 

Mr. HARKIN. May I have 5 or 7 min-
utes? 

Mr. CONRAD. I yield 7 minutes to 
the Senator. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator HUTCHINSON 
has been waiting. Can I give him 3 min-
utes? 

Mr. CONRAD. Certainly. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

yield 3 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

GREGG) The Senator from Arkansas is 
recognized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, as 
a new member of the Agriculture Com-
mittee, it will take only a moment to 
give my perspective as the Senator 
from Arkansas, and it is a little dif-
ferent perspective from what some 
have been speaking about on agricul-
tural spending. Certainly there are 
some big issues that have to be ad-
dressed on farm policy. They will be 
addressed in the context of a new farm 
bill. The reality is farmers are hurting 
right now. They need a signal from this 
Senate and this Congress that we are 
going to address the crisis that agri-
culture is experiencing. 

In my home State of Arkansas, 25 
percent of our economy is agricultural 
related, either directly or indirectly. In 
east Arkansas, in the Delta of Arkan-
sas, the entire economy is related to 

agriculture—the implement dealers, 
the seed stores, the bankers, or the 
farmers themselves. So this is a crit-
ical issue to my State and one we must 
address. 

Because of low commodity prices, be-
cause of increasingly high energy 
costs, because of high fertilizer costs, 
because of the investments in machin-
ery that are required, all of this com-
pounds to create a very serious situa-
tion in farm communities across Ar-
kansas. 

What we are seeing is the death of 
American agriculture by attrition. We 
may be able to point to a rising graph 
on spending, but we must acknowledge 
that what farmers are facing today is a 
grave crisis. The way we have handled 
that in recent years has only added to 
the uncertainty. This signal early in 
this budget debate will send the right 
kind of message to the farmers of this 
Nation that Congress is not going to 
leave this issue unaddressed, and we 
are going to address it early. My farm-
ers want predictability that they can 
take to the bank. I believe the Grassley 
amendment will provide the funding 
levels that will lay the foundation for 
greater certainty in the future. 

What is at stake is not just a safe, af-
fordable and reliable food supply for 
the American people—something we 
have always taken for granted—it is a 
quality of life. What is at stake is, in 
fact, a value system and whether or 
not we believe that is worth an invest-
ment on the part of the Federal Gov-
ernment. I believe it is, and I strongly 
support the Grassley amendment. 

I reserve the remainder of our time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. CONRAD. I yield 7 minutes to 

the Senator from Iowa. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa is recognized. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I 

watched the occupant of the chair in 
his recent remarks on the state of agri-
culture in America. He had a chart pur-
portedly showing, if I remember his 
words correctly, that spending was out 
of control on agriculture. Spending had 
gone up. 

I want to point out that in 1999, farm 
payments, Government payments to 
farmers in Iowa, equaled about 130 per-
cent of their net farm income. Think 
about that. If it were not for the Gov-
ernment payments, Iowa farmers in the 
aggregate not only would have had no 
net farm income, they would have been 
far into the red—negative income. 
Think about it: Federal Government 
payments amounted to 130 percent of 
Iowa’s net farm income. 

The Chair, in his comments, said 
spending is out of control. Was the 
Senator from New Hampshire blaming 
the farmers for this? I surely hope not 
because what is happening in agri-
culture today—high Government 
spending, yet farmers still being driven 
out of business—is a reflection of the 
misguided, defective farm program 
that we have called Freedom to Farm. 
I am proud to say I did not vote for it. 
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These large Government payments in 

agriculture are a reflection upon a 
failed agricultural policy in America. 
We have to get our farm policy back on 
track again. But we cannot get it back 
on track by just pulling the rug out 
from underneath our family farmers 
and blaming them for the failures of 
this Congress to pass a farm bill that 
provides for better incomes from the 
marketplace. 

As I see the Grassley amendment, it 
basically takes us down the same path-
way as Freedom to Farm did. It says, 
don’t worry; be happy; sometime in the 
future the prices are going to go up, 
the markets are going to be there, and 
everything is just going to be fine. The 
failure of Freedom to Farm was that it 
told farmers to plant fence row to fence 
row for markets that did not mate-
rialize. Plant all you want. The con-
sumption will be there, the demand 
will be there, trade will be there, and 
the foreign markets will be there; not 
to worry. Well, as we know, they were 
not there. 

I was in China last year. Last year 
China was exporting corn. We know 
what Brazil and Argentina are doing to 
compete with us in soybeans. We are 
awash in grain in the world markets 
right now. Yet our policy says keep on 
producing even more. I certainly hope 
we are not going to punish U.S. farm-
ers by saying, get out of business, and 
get off the land because we have a 
failed farm policy that we have passed 
in the Congress. 

What we need to do is improve that 
policy. We have to write a new farm 
bill by next year. The so-called Free-
dom to Farm bill expires then—and we 
have to make some changes. 

The amendment of my colleague 
from Iowa will not permit us to make 
the kind of changes that are necessary 
to improve our agricultural policy. For 
example, I believe there is almost uni-
versal support for additional conserva-
tion spending and for rewarding farm-
ers for being good stewards of our soil 
and other natural resources. 

With the support of both agriculture 
and conservation groups, as well as 
other members of Congress, I have a 
proposal for a conservation incentive 
program to provide farmers and ranch-
ers the support they deserve for being 
good stewards of their land and at the 
same time keep them in business in ag-
ricultural production. 

But the amendment by my colleague 
from Iowa, the Grassley amendment, 
provides only $350 million a year in ad-
ditional conservation funding. Much 
more than that is needed if we are 
going to have a sound, viable farm and 
conservation and conservation pro-
gram. 

The Johnson amendment, on the 
other hand, provides a full $1 billion for 
added conservation spending. And it 
provides enough funding overall so that 
the Agriculture Committee can use its 
judgment to devote more than that to 
conservation if they need to do that. 
And I believe we are going to need to 
do that. 

The Grassley amendment fails to pro-
vide the funding to permit us to do in 
the Agriculture Committee what I be-
lieve most of us on both sides of the 
aisle want to do; that is, to have more 
conservation; to reward farmers for 
being good stewards of the soil, water 
and resources; to tell our urban cousins 
that they are going to get more con-
servation in return for farm spending— 
they will get cleaner water, cleaner air, 
healthier land, and more wildlife. But 
farmers cannot bear the whole burden 
of being good conservationists. It takes 
time, it takes equipment, and it takes 
money to do that. Farmers are not 
making much if any money now. They 
cannot really afford more expense for 
conservation. 

I believe it is in our national interest 
to shift the agricultural program to 
put more money into conservation. 
That will help farm income and while 
delivering conservation and environ-
mental benefits for all of us. The John-
son amendment will allow us to do 
that. The Grassley amendment will 
not. 

Right now the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service of USDA esti-
mates that at least five times as many 
farmers apply for funds under the Envi-
ronmental Quality Incentives Program 
than can be approved. Farmers want to 
enhance their stewardship of land and 
natural resources. We ought to be en-
couraging them—not turning them 
away. 

Again, the Grassley amendment does 
not provide the money we need to 
strengthen our farm programs and help 
our farmers be good stewards of land, 
water and natural resources. 

The amendment doesn’t even provide 
for the core funding that we are going 
to need in agriculture over the next 10 
years. For 2002, the underlying amend-
ment will only provide about $7 billion 
against a short fall in farm income of 
some $10 billion. It provides only $5 bil-
lion for 2001, which is far, far too low. 

The Grassley amendment makes the 
same fatal mistake as Freedom to 
Farm. It bets on the hope of expanding 
markets and rising prices for farm 
commodities. 

Again, as we transition in agri-
culture, as we get off of the failed Free-
dom to Farm bill, as we move into a 
stronger conservation mode—which 
will help farmers and ranchers not just 
in the Midwest, but in the Northeast, 
in the Northwest, the Southeast, and 
all over America—and meet the re-
quirements and needs we have for envi-
ronmental and environmental prac-
tices and allow farmers to stay in busi-
ness. The Grassley amendment simply 
does not provide for that. 

Lastly, let me say that especially in 
Iowa—I am sure it is true in South Da-
kota also and North Dakota—we have a 
very high proportion of elderly in our 
State. I believe Iowa is No. 1 in the Na-
tion in proportion of people over age 85. 
And we rank near the highest in the 
proportion of our citizens who are over 
age 65. Medicare is critically important 

to my constituents. It is critically im-
portant. Yet the underlying amend-
ment takes money away from Medicare 
to help pay for agriculture. The last 
thing I want to do is to pit our elderly, 
who rely on Medicare, our rural hos-
pitals and our rural providers that rely 
on Medicare, against our farmers. But 
that is exactly what the Grassley 
amendment does. It pits the interests 
of older Iowans against those of farm-
ers. That is the last thing I want to see 
happen. 

The Johnson amendment is much 
more forthright. It says we don’t need 
to give all of these tax breaks to the 
superrich. We will take a little bit out 
of the tax breaks that are given to the 
upper 1 percent in our country to help 
meet our needs in agriculture. 

There are a lot of reasons to be op-
posed to the Grassley amendment, but 
I submit to you that perhaps the single 
most important reason is that we 
should not be taking away from Medi-
care to pay for agriculture and pit the 
elderly in my State against farmers. 
That I cannot support. There is enough 
money if we do not give tax breaks to 
the wealthiest in our country—at least 
not 43 percent of the tax reductions. 
We can give them a little bit. The Con-
rad amendment provides for a lot of 
tax reduction, but not the huge amount 
of tax breaks in this budget proposed 
by President Bush which prevent us 
from adequately funding agriculture 
and other priorities. 

The Johnson amendment is one that 
makes sense. It will help us get our ag-
ricultural house in order without going 
after Medicare. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, maybe I 
can review the points the Senator from 
Iowa is making on the amendment that 
we will vote on very shortly. 

The Grassley amendment, while well 
intended, has a very unfortunate con-
sequence. We have gone back now and 
looked at the year-by-year numbers in 
the Republican budget resolution. 
What we find is very clear. If the 
Grassley amendment for additional 
support for agriculture passes, he is 
going right into the Medicare trust 
fund in the years 2005, 2006, 2007, and 
2008. 

I believe strongly that we ought to 
increase support for agriculture. We 
have an amendment to do that. It is 
the Johnson amendment that will fol-
low the Grassley amendment. But we 
do not raid Medicare trust funds to do 
it. That is a profound mistake, and it is 
precisely what the Grassley amend-
ment does. 

If one looks at the budget we are con-
sidering this year and then the fol-
lowing 10 years, if you take out the 
Grassley amendment that previously 
passed for prescription drugs and the 
funding in each year for that initiative, 
then you take out the Grassley agricul-
tural amendment and the funding it re-
quires in each of the years, you find 
that you are raiding the Medicare trust 
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fund by $15 billion in the year 2005, by 
$13 billion in the year 2006, by $10 bil-
lion in the year 2007, and by $4 billion 
in the year 2008. So that is a total raid 
on the Social Security trust fund of $42 
billion. It is just wrong. But it is what 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Iowa does, perhaps unwittingly. 

Mr. HARKIN. If the Senator will 
yield? 

Mr. CONRAD. Yes. 
Mr. HARKIN. The Senator has really 

encapsulated this. The Grassley 
amendment, first of all, does not meet 
the legitimate needs of agriculture. It 
falls far short of what we need. The 
Johnson amendment meets that need. 

Secondly, in terms of conservation, 
where we want to really move forward, 
the Grassley amendment does not per-
mit us to support the kind of conserva-
tion work we need. The Johnson 
amendment does. 

And lastly, as the Senator pointed 
out, the Grassley amendment is not 
going to help us in agriculture, but it 
still raids Medicare. The Johnson 
amendment doesn’t. 

Again, I thank the Senator for point-
ing this out. His explanation really en-
capsulates why the Johnson amend-
ment is best for rural America and does 
not go after the Medicare trust fund. 

Mr. CONRAD. It goes to the funda-
mental problem of the Bush budget and 
the fundamental problem of the Repub-
lican budget which is trying to match 
the Bush budget. Of course, we don’t 
even have the Bush budget before us. 
But with the kind of rudimentary out-
line he has provided us, it simply 
doesn’t add up because the tax cut is so 
large. 

When you try to adjust the spending 
provisions, as both Republicans and 
Democrats now want to do—we saw 
that yesterday; Republicans agreed 
that we need twice as much money for 
a prescription drug benefit. Today we 
see the Republicans agree we need sub-
stantially more for agriculture. Unfor-
tunately, what they have proposed is 
inadequate. It provides $64 billion over 
the 11 years. Our proposal would pro-
vide $97 billion. But the biggest prob-
lem is the source of the funds. 

Mr. HARKIN. Yes. 
Mr. CONRAD. They are—as can be 

clearly seen with the combined effect 
of the amendment they adopted yester-
day on prescription drugs and the 
amendment they seek to adopt today 
—raiding the Medicare trust fund in 
the years 2005, 2006, 2007, and 2008. That 
just can’t be the way we do business. 

The Johnson amendment, instead, 
provides that we take this money first 
out of the surplus for the year 2001, and 
thereafter out of the oversized tax cut 
which goes disproportionately to the 
wealthiest 1 percent. 

Mr. HARKIN. If the Senator will 
yield for a question, I didn’t read the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of yesterday’s 
debate, but I heard that the chairman 
of the Budget Committee had said that 
the contingency fund should be re-
served for Medicare. At least that is 

what I thought I heard. Yet the Grass-
ley amendment would take money 
from the contingency fund to pay for 
agriculture and take it out of Medi-
care. Did I hear correctly that they 
wanted to reserve the contingency fund 
for Medicare? 

Mr. CONRAD. That is the description 
they gave. But the problem is, their 
budget doesn’t work. When you break 
it down year by year, it doesn’t add up. 
And that is the problem they have. 
Maybe they were hoping nobody would 
notice or hoping nobody would bother 
to add it up and see they are raiding 
the trust fund. But they are. And it is 
undeniable they are raiding the trust 
fund in 2005, 2006, 2007, and 2008. That is 
the reality. 

Does the Senator from South Dakota 
seek time? 

Mr. JOHNSON. Yes, I do, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

Mr. CONRAD. How much time? 
Mr. JOHNSON. If I might have just 2 

minutes. 
Mr. CONRAD. I yield 3 minutes to 

the Senator from South Dakota. 
Mr. JOHNSON. I thank the Senator 

from North Dakota, the ranking mem-
ber of the Budget Committee, for his 
leadership, and thank him and my 
friend from Iowa, Senator HARKIN, for 
their very able explanation of what the 
tradeoffs are as we engage in this budg-
et debate. 

There is broad-based agreement we 
need a significant increase in the level 
of funding necessary for agriculture. In 
fact, that agreement is bipartisan. 
Forty-four Senators have written the 
Budget leadership—including 19 of my 
Republican colleagues—asking for ad-
ditional resources for agriculture. 

In addition, over 20 farm and com-
modity organizations have been asking 
for the resources roughly equivalent to 
what we are doing in the Johnson 
amendment, ranging from the very 
conservative to liberal organizations in 
the country, from the Farm Bureau to 
the Farmers Union, and including corn, 
wheat, dairy, soybean, cotton, rice, and 
sugar producers. You name it. We have 
across-the-board support from agricul-
tural organizations. 

I think the sense is to do this in a 
forthright manner rather than playing 
games with this so-called contingency 
fund which, in the first measure, is 
largely composed of Medicare trust 
fund dollars and should not be used for 
these reasons anyway and also keeping 
in mind the tremendous demands that 
will more than envelop the contin-
gency fund out of defense, out of non-
agricultural disasters, out of additional 
tax cut proposals, and out of prescrip-
tion drugs. 

The more forthright way to do this is 
to simply recognize that we ought to 
utilize the surplus this year and 
downsize very marginally the size of 
the overall tax cut over 10 years. We 
can do that and still afford a very sig-
nificant tax cut. 

This is not a question of whether or 
not we are going to have a tax cut. We 

will have a tax cut. It will be huge. In 
fact, we can do this and have a tax cut 
at least as large as what President 
Bush has proposed for middle class and 
working families. We could go even 
larger and do this as well. 

So it is not a tradeoff in terms of a 
tax cut or no tax cut. It is a matter of 
whether we are going to be fiscally re-
sponsible. It is a matter of whether we 
are going to deal with the agricultural 
and conservation needs of this country 
and do it in a stable, consistent way 
without jeopardizing Medicare. 

Our goal is to get away from these ad 
hoc multibillion-dollar disaster pack-
ages which are unreliable and which no 
producer can take to his bank with the 
assurance it is going to happen in the 
next year and, instead, have a stable, 
set, and certain kind of level of funding 
for agriculture for this coming farm 
bill and this year. It is our goal to do 
this and to do it in a fiscally respon-
sible way without jeopardizing Medi-
care, without setting up a fight over 
whether it is going to be farm relief or 
whether it is going to be an increase in 
defense spending but, instead, to set 
this funding assigned to do it, utilizing 
some of these projected surpluses over 
the coming decade as well as for this 
year. 

This is a responsible way to do it, to 
have some certainty, to not have fi-
nancing for the agricultural sector of 
our economy subject to the whims of 
the politics of any particular given 
year, and to not be utilizing what, in 
my view, is a largely bogus contin-
gency fund. It simply doesn’t work 
that way. 

Because we have bipartisan support 
for a significant ramping up of support 
for agriculture and conservation, I am 
hopeful that when the dust settles out 
of this debate we can have that kind of 
across-the-aisle support for our efforts 
with this Johnson amendment. 

This is badly needed. We are going 
through a time of great crisis in Amer-
ica. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. JOHNSON. I, again, applaud Sen-
ator CONRAD for his leadership in help-
ing to integrate this into a more 
thoughtful, balanced budget strategy. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
rise to speak in favor of Senator JOHN-
SON’s amendment. This amendment in-
cludes $9 billion for emergency farm 
assistance in Fiscal Year 2001, and $88 
billion in additional agricultural as-
sistance above the Congressional Budg-
et Office baseline over Fiscal Years 
2002 through 2011. Of this amount $58 
billion is provided over Fiscal Year 
2003–2007, which will likely be the first 
five years of a new Farm Bill, and also 
the period when the need for additional 
assistance will be greatest. Addition-
ally this increase includes a minimum 
of $9.4 billion for farm conservation 
programs. This is approximately a 50 
percent increase over baseline funding 
for current conservation spending. 
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First, this amendment includes $9 

billion in emergency economic assist-
ance for this crop year. This is the sec-
ond year we have been forced to in-
clude emergency farm assistance in the 
budget resolution. The reason is failed 
federal farm policy. The 1996 Freedom 
to Farm Bill, which I call the Freedom 
to Fail Bill, promised to bring the 
‘‘free market’’ to agriculture, by reduc-
ing government assistance to producers 
over the life of the legislation. Unfor-
tunately that legislation has failed to 
provide an adequate safety net during 
years of low commodity prices and 
weather related disasters. Over the last 
three years Congress has spent over $25 
billion in emergency payments. The 
very largest farming operations have 
received a majority of these payments, 
while smaller family farms actually re-
ceived less under Freedom to Farm. 
Freedom to Farm did not get the Gov-
ernment out of agriculture, but it sure 
has been successful in getting family 
farmers out of agriculture. 

Unfortunately, economic forecasts 
for agriculture remain bleak for the 
2001 growing season. According to 
USDA, net farm income is forecast to 
decline approx 20 percent again this 
year, in the absence of additional as-
sistance. While commodity prices con-
tinue to be depressed, input costs, most 
notably fuel and fertilizer, are sky-
rocketing. It is my hope that we will 
not squander the opportunity this 
amendment presents, as Congress did 
last year, to deal with the current 
price crisis, and write a new farm bill 
that works for family farmers, rural 
communities and the environment. 

In order to ensure that family farm-
ers remain a part of this country’s 
landscape, a new farm bill must be en-
acted this year. We simply cannot wait 
until re-authorization in 2002 for Con-
gress to act. Congress should act now 
to address the impact of plummeting 
farm incomes and the ripple effect it is 
having throughout rural communities 
and their economic base. We must de-
velop a farm bill which will address the 
immediate price crisis situation, we 
need a bill that provides a reliable tar-
geted, counter-cyclical safety net to 
family farmers. For my part, I believe 
lifting the loan rate would provide re-
lief to farmers who need it and increase 
stability over the long term. Addition-
ally I believe we must also make a 
strong commitment to rural develop-
ment initiatives this year. We must 
focus on ways to bring the economic 
boom of the last decade to rural com-
munities who have been left behind. Fi-
nally a new farm bill must work for the 
environment. We must work to include 
conservation incentives to reward 
farmers who carry out conservation 
measures on their land. 

This amendment is about priorities. 
The Senate will go on record. Do we 
favor a large tax cut that primarily 
benefits the wealthiest one percent of 
taxpayers, and fails to address the key 
priorities of the nation? Or do we pro-
vide a level of funding adequate for 

Congress to write a new Farm Bill this 
year that meets the needs of farmers 
and ensures the future of our rural 
communities. If we cherish the values 
of family farming and rural commu-
nities, we must pass the Johnson 
amendment. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, the 
Treasury Department has provided us 
with data showing the number of farms 
and small businesses, on a state-by- 
state basis, that would benefit from the 
President’s tax relief plan. This data is 
reflected in the two charts that I have 
placed here on the floor. 

So now, let’s go to our charts and ex-
amine the number of small businesses 
and farms operating in each of our 
states. 

And let’s ask ourselves whether the 
life’s work reflected on these charts de-
serves to be honored by relieving these 
people of an excessive tax burden. 

We continue to hear our Democrat 
colleagues claim that other provisions 
in the budget should be increased at 
the expense of the tax cut. 

Well, let’s get one thing very clear. 
Any reduction in the amount of the tax 
cut means that the benefits of the tax 
cut proposal are reduced. 

We do know what the other side of 
the aisle intends to take in order to 
pay for politically motivated expendi-
tures—they intend to take away Amer-
ica’s tax cut! So let’s take a look at 
what this would mean to the American 
taxpayer. 

This means that for families with 
children, the $1,000 child care credit 
would be reduced for each child in 
America. And that will occur for every 
year of the $1,000 credit. 

It means that for four-person fami-
lies earning $45,000 a year will not have 
their taxes cut in half, as called for in 
the President’s plan. 

It means that a four-person family 
earning $35,000 a year could be sub-
jected to income taxes. The President 
would take those families off the tax 
rolls. 

It means that expansion of the edu-
cation savings accounts could be scaled 
back. 

It means that the marriage penalty 
will continue because there won’t be 
enough funds left to fix it. 

It means that small business owners 
and farmers will see an increase in 
their tax rates above the levels pro-
posed by the President. They are al-
ready paying the highest levels of tax 
since World War II. 

So remember. Every time there is a 
politically motivated amendment to 
reduce the size of the tax cut, someone 
is going to pay a price for that. 

So who pays the price of this polit-
ical posturing? 

Families, small business owners and 
farmers, of course, because their well- 
deserved tax relief will have to be 
scaled back. 

The bipartisan amendment would add 
$5 billion in fiscal year 2001 and $58.5 
billion between fiscal year 2002 and fis-
cal year 2011 to agriculture’s manda-

tory commodity credit corporation 
price supports, related programs and 
conservation. Adding $63.5 billion to 
the existing $94.2 billion already as-
sumed in the baseline would total $157 
billion of support. 

The amendment would stabilize net 
cash farm income, provide enough 
funding to greatly strengthen a coun-
tercyclical program, provide additional 
money for regulatory relief, enhance 
conservation efforts, and be fiscally re-
sponsible. 

From fiscal year 2002 through fiscal 
year 2011 the Johnson/Conrad amend-
ment is funded out of the tax cut. Our 
amendment is funded out of the contin-
gency surplus. In plain language, they 
take $88 billion out of tax cuts, we 
don’t. 

The major criticism raised last night 
was that it doesn’t spend enough 
money. This is seemingly always the 
Democratic philosophy: If a little is 
good, a boat load is better. Well, let me 
tell you, that’s bunk. 

The USDA’s Economic Research 
Service has forecast that on-farm in-
come will drop $5.7 billion between 2000 
and 2001. But starting in 2002, both the 
Food and Agricultural Policy Research 
Institute widely held to be the best 
source of non-partisan ag-economic in-
formation available, and the Congres-
sional Budget Office have forecast that 
almost all major commodities will re-
alize improved prices. There will not be 
dramatic growth, but there will be im-
provement. 

We have funded our proposal at $7.35 
billion in fiscal years 2003, 2004, and 
2005. This far exceeds estimated short-
comings of on farm net income and 
provides enough flexibility to help with 
the cost imposed by new environmental 
regulations through EPA. 

But if your goal is to hurt the family 
farmer, we should pass a boat load of 
money here today, then we can stand 
back and watch cash rent shoot 
through the roof. Ask any farmer who 
rents ground how much their rent has 
increased in the last three years. It’s 
sure not due to inherent value in the 
land because our commodities have ex-
perienced record low prices, yet rent 
has increased dramatically. 

I am not saying we shouldn’t help 
farmers. I have been one of the strong-
est supporters of increased agriculture 
spending for additional payments in 
the Senate. I have also always tried to 
find bipartisan ground, and I know 
Senator CONRAD knows this because I 
have often reached out to Senator CON-
RAD and Senator Kerrey from Ne-
braska, when he was in the Senate, to 
reach that bi-partisan position. 

The Grassley-Miller amendment al-
lows us to accomplish the same things 
we have done for agriculture in the 
past three years, and also gives us the 
flexibility to write an outstanding 
farm bill that fits the need of our fam-
ily farmers. 

Now I want to mention one last 
point. Remember the crop insurance 
legislation that we passed last year? 
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Two years ago we provided budget au-
thority for crop insurance and the Ag-
riculture Committee couldn’t pass a 
bill out. The next year Senator ROB-
ERTS and Senator Bob Kerrey found 
middle-ground and developed a bipar-
tisan, broadly supported crop insurance 
bill. The problem was it didn’t fit the 
number that we had provided in the 
Budget. When the Agriculture Com-
mittee came back to the Budget Com-
mittee and explained the dilemma, 
Chairman DOMENICI, Senator CONRAD, 
and myself provided flexibility in the 
budget to accommodate the legisla-
tion. 

Let me offer this thought: If the Ag-
riculture Committee finds a bipartisan 
position that widely accepted as the 
right thing to do, in a similar fashion 
to the crop insurance legislation, we 
will work on providing more flexi-
bility, but for now let’s start here. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I sup-
port the Grassley amendment. This 
amendment will provide an additional 
$63.5 billion to the baseline for Com-
modity Credit Corporation mandatory 
payments to farmers. This will allow 
the authorizing committee to write a 
comprehensive farm bill that will cover 
major commodities in addition to live-
stock and specialty crops, rural devel-
opment, trade, and conservation initia-
tives. 

Conditions in agriculture are not im-
proving. In fact, according to the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, the agri-
culture community will be facing per-
sistently low prices and depressed farm 
income this year, and possibly the 
next. This amendment provides an ad-
ditional $5 billion in fiscal year 2001 for 
supplemental support that is needed by 
farmers. 

Should farmers need additional as-
sistance in the fall, this amendment 
also provides for $7.35 billion in fiscal 
year 2002 that could be used for this 
crop year. 

Again, I support this amendment be-
cause it provides additional funding 
needed by farmers this crop year. It 
also provides a significant level of agri-
cultural funding in the out years to 
provide effective and predictable finan-
cial support. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my deep disappoint-
ment at the failure of Senator JOHN-
SON’s amendment to H. Con. Res 83, the 
fiscal year 2002 budget resolution. On 
behalf of the farmers in my State and 
throughout the country I supported 
this amendment which would have pro-
vided additional economic assistance 
to producers who continue to face de-
pressed commodity prices and in-
creased fuel and energy costs. Last 
year, Congress provided a total of ap-
proximately $30 billion in total farm 
spending. Nearly $11 billion of the $30 
billion total either carried an emer-
gency designation or was in addition to 
the spending set forth in the 1996 Free-
dom to Farm Act. Without these addi-
tional funds, we would have witnessed 
greater numbers of bankruptcies and 

foreclosures across rural America. We 
would have witnessed greater economic 
tragedy in a rural economy that has al-
ready suffered too much loss. 

The Johnson amendment would have 
provided $9 billion this year, and simi-
lar levels of funding in future years, to 
continue to meet the real needs of a 
struggling agricultural sector. Unfor-
tunately, a slim majority of the Senate 
rejected the amendment choosing to 
protect a massive $1.6 trillion tax rath-
er than provide adequate assistance for 
rural America. 

I have heard from producers through-
out Wisconsin on the difficulties facing 
the agriculture industry, and more spe-
cifically the dairy industry. In dairy, 
milk prices have hovered around record 
low levels, as we continue to lose our 
producers at an alarming rate. We also 
continue to see dramatic increases in 
imports of the milk protein con-
centrates that displace milk produced 
by American farmers. Last year, Con-
gress approved $667 million in emer-
gency, direct payments to dairy pro-
ducers to help them remain in busi-
ness. And a similar amount, or more, 
will be needed this year to counter 
what the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture predicts will be another year of 
low prices. 

I agree with those in this body who 
complain that year after year of ad hoc 
emergency agriculture spending is irre-
sponsible and wasteful. I agree with the 
dairy farmers who would rather have a 
fair chance to compete than a govern-
ment handout. We need to re-write the 
farm bill in a manner that provides 
adequate and market-oriented support 
to our farmers and ranchers who con-
tinue to produce the safest and most 
abundant supply of food and fiber in 
the world. And in the context of that 
re-write, the Agriculture Committee 
must enact a national dairy assistance 
program, a program that allows the 
competitive family farms of the Mid-
west to continue to produce and sell 
their quality product and to support 
their families, farms and communities 
with the proceeds. 

The levels of spending for agriculture 
allowed in this budget, as amended by 
Senator GRASSLEY, are better than 
where we started: with no provision for 
responding to the farm crisis this year. 
However, I am concerned that even the 
increases now called for in the budget 
will not be enough to meet the con-
tinuing and real needs of the farm 
economy. And I am equally concerned 
that, if the Appropriations Committee 
responds to this shortfall with emer-
gency spending, the White House will 
not agree. In other words, the Agri-
culture Appropriations Subcommittee, 
of which I am the ranking member, and 
of which my good friend from Mis-
sissippi, Senator COCHRAN is the chair-
man, may not be able to keep the 
struggling agricultural sector from see-
ing a real cut in federal funds this 
year. 

I hope that my concerns are mis-
placed. I hope commodity prices re-

bound, our farmers experience a good 
year, and our the Agriculture Com-
mittee completes a farm bill that ade-
quately supports rural America with 
the limited resources provided in this 
budget. I look forward to working to-
ward that end, and hoping for that end, 
with Chairman LUGAR and Ranking 
Member HARKIN on the Senate Agri-
culture Committee and Chairman 
COCHRAN and our other Agriculture Ap-
propriations Subcommittee members. 

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, as we 
consider the budget resolution for fis-
cal year 2002, I am offering an amend-
ment to provide security for our Na-
tion’s farmers and rural communities. 

I was disappointed earlier today 
when we considered the amendments 
on Agriculture spending. 

Those of us from rural areas have al-
ways been able to put partisanship 
aside for one fundamental reason an 
overriding concern about family farms 
and rural America. Yet, this institu-
tion approved an amendment that pro-
vides less than half of the assistance 
that was delivered to our farmers last 
year. Half! 

I can’t believe that my colleagues 
would kick the farmer when he’s down, 
but that is exactly what they have 
done by approving this amendment. 
Crop prices are still at record lows 
while input costs, such as fertilizer and 
energy prices, are skyrocketing. 

I don’t understand how they can jus-
tify offering less assistance this year. 
We have got to address the needs of our 
farmers today or we will be importing 
our food from foreign countries tomor-
row. 

Twenty farm and commodity groups, 
as well as 32 conservation, religious 
and environmental groups, have writ-
ten to the Senate Budget Committee 
asking for additional spending for agri-
culture programs. The amount they re-
quest is the amount that I am seeking 
today, $9 billion for emergency funds in 
2001 and $12 billion per year for long 
term assistance. 

These groups include the American 
Farm Bureau, the National Cotton 
Council, Defenders of Wildlife, The Na-
tional Cattlemen’s Beef Association, 
the National Milk Producers Federa-
tion, and the National Farmers Union, 
among many, many more. 

This country needs a wake-up call! 
Americans believe that their bacon, 
lettuce and tomatoes are raised some-
where in the back of the local grocery 
store. 

As the daughter of a seventh genera-
tion farm family in Helena, AR, I know 
where our food supply is produced. It’s 
grown in rural communities by fami-
lies working from dawn until dusk to 
make ends meet. 

I would like to share with my col-
leagues a letter that I received re-
cently from one of my constituents. 

The letter reads: 
My husband and I have one child. We farm 

600 acres of rice and soybeans. Three people, 
600 acres—that should translate into a very 
lucrative living, but it doesn’t. For us, it 
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translates into a financial struggle year 
after year. It translates into a husband, the 
family provider, who has become so frus-
trated and discouraged that he needs coun-
seling and medication for depression. It 
translates into a wife who holds her breath 
every time the tractor breaks down for fear 
there won’t be enough money for repairs. It 
translates into a child who is disappointed 
she can’t participate in after-school sports 
because extra trips to school means extra 
high-priced gasoline for the car! 

We, the American farm family, once felt 
pride in our occupation. We had a sense of 
independence and self-sufficiency. Each 
spring brought renewed hope for a productive 
season and a bountiful harvest. 

Now our hope lies with the bankers who 
make crop loans and the government who 
issues supplemental income payments. And 
there is no pride in having to ask for either 
one. But for the sake of the families, the 
very foundation of the agricultural industry, 
I ask that you give immediate, deliberate at-
tention to our crisis. 

Unfortunately this letter is not 
unique. I have a stack of letters in my 
office right now from hundreds of Ar-
kansas farm families and they all share 
the same message—help us, please. 

Unfortunately, too many in Wash-
ington continue to pay lip-service to 
our Nation’s agricultural producers 
without actually providing them the 
tools and assistance they need to sus-
tain their way of life. 

Our agricultural communities are 
hurting. Commodity prices are at 
record lows, and input costs including 
fertilizer, energy, and fuel are at record 
highs. 

No corporation in the world could 
make it today receiving the same 
prices it received during the Great De-
pression, yet, we are asking our farm-
ers to do just that. 

The American farmer is the most ef-
ficient in the world. Yet they are 
forced to compete with farmers whose 
countries subsidize their cost of pro-
duction. 

The family I referenced earlier is not 
competing with their neighbors, or 
with farmers from across the river. 
They are competing with farmers from 
the European Union, Japan, and Brazil, 
among others, who annually prop their 
farmers up with subsidies that make 
the United State’s support look like 
pocket change. 

In recent years Congress has recog-
nized that farmers are suffering and de-
livered emergency assistance to our 
struggling ag community. 

Arkansas’ farmers could not have 
survived without this help. Nearly 40 
percent of net farm income came from 
direct Government payments during 
the 2000 crop year. 

The trouble with this type of ad hoc 
approach is that farmers and creditors 
across the country never really know 
how or when the government is going 
to step in and help. 

Many of my farmers are scared to 
death that the assistance they have re-
ceived in the past will be absent this 
year because the tax cut and other 
spending programs have a higher pri-
ority. 

This amendment will provide the se-
curity and certainty farmers need for 
the future. 

The Agriculture Committee needs 
this authority if we are going to ade-
quately develop both a multi-year and 
multi-title farm bill. 

Forcing Agriculture to compete with 
defense and other needs out of a catch 
all ‘‘contingency fund’’ does not do our 
farm families justice. 

They are the backbone of this Nation 
and they deserve better than that. 

What is it going to take to get Amer-
ica’s attention on the plight of agri-
culture? 

If we don’t keep our domestic indus-
try viable and in business, who will 
grow our food? 

Does this institution really want to 
rely on other countries for its food sup-
ply? I, for one, do not. 

What in the world would we do if we 
were relying on Europe for our beef? Or 
China for our rice? How about South 
America for those vegetables in your 
baby’s food? 

If we can agree that domestic energy 
production is one key to our economic 
independence and national security, 
then isn’t domestic agricultural pro-
duction at least as important? 

This country needs to wake up and 
realize that we are producing the 
safest, most affordable, and most abun-
dant food supply in the world. 

The question for everyone here is, are 
we going to do what it takes to keep 
this industry alive? I certainly hope so. 

I encourage you to demonstrate your 
support for rural America by voting 
with me to ensure that adequate fund-
ing will be available to write the next 
farm bill. 

I ask unanimous consent that two 
letters be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

FEBRUARY 21, 2001. 
Hon. PETE DOMENICI, 
Chairman, Senate Budget Committee, Wash-

ington, DC. 
Hon. JIM NUSSLE, 
Chairman, House Budget Committee, Wash-

ington, DC. 
Hon. KENT CONRAD, 
Ranking Member, Senate Budget Committee, 

Washington, DC. 
Hon. JOHN SPRATT, Jr., 
Ranking Member, House Budget Committee, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR GENTLEMEN: Recently, you received a 

copy of a letter we sent to the Chairmen of 
the Senate and House Agriculture Commit-
tees requesting their help in providing sig-
nificant additional funding for agriculture 
over the next ten years. Since that time, we 
have continued to monitor and evaluate the 
pressing needs facing agriculture and write 
today to share our further considerations 
and conclusions with you. 

We wish to reiterate our strong belief that 
agriculture will again need additional emer-
gency assistance in FY2001. While we seek 
passage of a new Farm Bill at the earliest 
opportunity, it appears unlikely that a bill 
could be in place in time to impact producer 
decision-making for the 2002 crop year. If 
that is indeed the case, farmers and ranchers 
will likely need emergency assistance in 
FY2002 as well. 

Congress should approve $9 billion in emer-
gency economic assistance for FY2001 as 
soon as possible. Delaying this work only 
harms those producers who are unable to ob-
tain production financing without at least 
some signal that Congress will approve addi-
tional assistance. 

In addition, we want to stress the impor-
tance of including additional agricultural 
budget authority for each of the years re-
maining in the Budget Resolution (FY2003– 
FY2011) to avoid continued requests for ad 
hoc assistance packages. 

We believe that Congress needs to consider 
at least $12 billion per year in additional 
funding needs for each of the remaining 
years of the Budget Resolution. Such a com-
mitment would provide the necessary funds 
to cover the options currently being evalu-
ated by the Senate and House Agriculture 
Committees as essential elements of the new 
Farm Bill. These include: 

A fixed payment for program commodities 
(such as the current AMTA and oilseed pay-
ments); 

Rebalancing in the Marketing Assistance 
Loan program; 

A counter-cyclical assistance program; 
Export programs; 
Conservation incentive programs; 
Assistance to livestock and crop producers 

for compliance with environmental and regu-
latory requirements; 

Research; and 
Assistance for non-program crop commod-

ities. 
We understand that this request en-

tails a significant increase in spending 
on agricultural programs. However, we 
strongly believe that this level of in-
vestment in agriculture is critical to 
both the short-term and long-term 
health of American agriculture. 

Sincerely, 
Alabama Farmers Federation, American 

Farm Bureau Federation, American 
Soybean Association, American Sugar 
Alliance, National Association of 
Wheat Growers, National Barley Grow-
ers Association, National Cattlemen’s 
Beef Association, National Corn Grow-
ers Association, National Cotton Coun-
cil, National Farmers Union, National 
Milk Producers Federation, National 
Pork Producers Council, National Sun-
flower Association, National Turkey 
Federation, Southern Peanut Farmers 
Federation, US Canola Association, US 
Rice Producers Association, USA Dry 
Pea & Lentil Council, USA Rice Fed-
eration, Wheat Export Trade Education 
Committee. 

AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 
Washington, DC, April 4, 2001. 

Hon. BLANCHE LINCOLN, 
U.S. Senate, Dirksen Senate Office Building, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR LINCOLN: Thank you for of-

fering an amendment to the FY ’02 Budget 
Resolution securing $9 billion for emergency 
economic assistance for farmers and ranch-
ers this year, and providing for an additional 
$12 billion in each year 2002–2011. The Amer-
ican Farm Bureau Federation supports your 
proposal as a stand-alone amendment to 
Chairman Domenici’s budget resolution. 

The current financial stress in U.S. agri-
culture is extraordinary and conditions are 
not expected to appreciably improve in the 
near future. The level of additional funding 
provided by your amendment is the same 
level of additional assistance the American 
Farm Bureau Federation Board of Directors 
concluded would be adequate to allow the 
Agriculture Committee to write multi-year, 
comprehensive farm policy. Such additional 
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funding is needed for future farm policy ini-
tiatives to provide more certainty for farm-
ers and ranchers rather than year-by-year 
emergency ad hoc assistance. 

Farmers and ranchers clearly prefer re-
ceiving their income from the market. How-
ever, federal assistance will likely be nec-
essary until such time as market conditions 
improve. 

Again, we appreciate your efforts, to se-
cure additional funding for agriculture. 

Sincerely, 
BOB STALLMAN, 

President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

If neither side yields time, time will 
be charged equally. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 5 minutes 27 seconds on the 
amendments. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Five minutes. How 
much time do they have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota has 9 minutes 
36 seconds on the amendments. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I won-
der if the Senator is going to use up 
some of his time. I would like to make 
a few remarks at the end. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, while 
we are waiting—we had a Senator call 
and request time, so we will wait for 
that Senator. I hope to give her time. 
I see her entering the Chamber now. 

Let me go back to the point I was 
making earlier because I think it is 
critically important for our colleagues 
to understand. I think everybody 
knows that this Senator is strongly 
supportive of additional resources for 
agriculture. We have an amendment 
that does that in a straightforward way 
without taking money from trust 
funds, the Johnson amendment. 

The problem is the Grassley amend-
ment we will vote on first, which pro-
vides less of an increase in agriculture 
and does it in a way that invades the 
trust fund of Medicare in the years 
2005, 2006, 2007, and 2008. I don’t believe 
that is the way we want to fund addi-
tional resources for agriculture. That 
would be a serious mistake. 

It is very clear. If one looks at the 
Republican budget and the Grassley 
prescription drug amendment that 
passed yesterday, and then the Grass-
ley agricultural amendment that is 
pending, and looks at the year-by-year 
totals, one sees they are raiding and in-
vading the Medicare trust fund in the 
year 2005 by $15 billion, they are raid-
ing the Medicare trust fund in the year 
2006 by $13 billion, they are raiding the 
Medicare trust fund in the year 2007 by 
$10 billion, they are raiding the Medi-
care trust fund in the year 2008 by $4 
billion. That is a total of $42 billion 
taken out of the Medicare trust fund. I 
don’t think that is the way to fund ag-
riculture or anything else. Colleagues 
should be aware of what they are vot-
ing on and what the effect would be. 

Mr. President, what is the time re-
maining on our side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
remaining is 6 minutes 57 seconds. 

Mr. CONRAD. I ask the Senator from 
Michigan if she would like time. 

Ms. STABENOW. I would. 
Mr. CONRAD. How much time would 

the Senator like? 
Ms. STABENOW. Five minutes. 
Mr. CONRAD. I yield 5 minutes to 

the Senator from Michigan. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 
Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ap-

preciate the diligence of my distin-
guished colleague from North Dakota 
and his effective advocacy and hard 
work on the budget resolution. We 
have people on both sides of the aisle 
who are working hard to put together a 
vision and a framework for the next 
year and beyond, up to 10 years, for our 
country—what are our values, what are 
our priorities. 

Again, we have a discussion about 
our priorities for the country, and we 
are focused on a very important part of 
our economy, an important part of the 
economy of Michigan. With my great 
State of Michigan, everyone thinks of 
automobiles. In fact, we have, in addi-
tion to a vibrant manufacturing econ-
omy, one of the strongest agricultural 
economies in the United States and, in 
fact, in the world. Next to California, 
we produce more diverse crops than 
any other State in the Union. We are 
very proud of that. 

My concern is that in Michigan, as in 
all of our States, we are seeing farmers 
in great trouble. As I have been here 
only 4 years in the House of Represent-
atives on the Agriculture Committee 
and now in the Senate on the Agri-
culture Committee, I hear from my 
family farmers, my producers, about 
how they are working harder, they are 
producing more, and their paycheck is 
less; their prices go down. Every year I 
have been here, we have, in fact, passed 
an emergency supplemental to help our 
farmers. 

My concern about this budget resolu-
tion is that we do not guarantee we 
will build in the resources for the farm 
bill we are now working on in the Agri-
culture Committee and the needs of ag-
riculture over the next 10 years. 

We have two approaches in front of 
us this morning. I am sure they are 
sincere approaches by colleagues. One I 
believe is the right direction; one I be-
lieve is the wrong direction. 

The right direction is the Johnson 
amendment that will guarantee we are 
putting aside dollars, $9 billion this 
year, in order to have an emergency re-
sponse if we need it before the farm bill 
is in place, and then $8 billion a year to 
guarantee we are addressing a wide va-
riety of needs, whether it is conserva-
tion, our crop insurance system, the 
specialty crops in Michigan that are so 
important, that we need to address in 
the farm bill. All the areas that need to 
be addressed in the farm bill—rural de-
velopment, research extension—are im-
portant priorities for the country. 

We have a stake in making sure that 
agriculture is strong in our country. 
The only way to guarantee that is to 

pass the Johnson amendment so we 
clearly state that agriculture is a part 
of the budget vision for the next 10 
years. 

My concern about the Grassley 
amendment, while I am sure it is well 
intended, is as we discussed last 
evening: By choosing to go again to the 
contingency fund for any dollars being 
proposed, what we are doing is effec-
tively raiding the Medicare trust fund. 
One of the priorities of the country, in 
addition to a tax cut, would be to make 
sure there is a small amount of dollars 
there, critical dollars, for our farmers, 
our agricultural producers, our ranch-
ers across the country. The Johnson 
amendment will place agriculture as a 
priority. 

Unfortunately, the Grassley amend-
ment says we are going to dip into the 
contingency fund. We heard about that 
yesterday, and we will hear about it 
until this budget resolution passes. We 
will hear: Don’t worry about it; the 
contingency fund will take care of it. 
Don’t worry about it; the contingency 
fund is there, rather than specifically 
laying out the priorities of the coun-
try. When we look at what that contin-
gency fund is, it is the Medicare trust 
fund. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Michigan has ex-
pired. 

Ms. STABENOW. I urge adoption of 
the Johnson amendment and a ‘‘no’’ 
vote on the Grassley amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? Time will be charged 
equally against both sides. 

The Senator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

apologize for the time that we didn’t 
get into a quorum and were not doing 
any business. How much time do I have 
remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 4 minutes 18 seconds. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I will 
wrap up. 

I thank Senator GRASSLEY for taking 
the lead on this issue. Clearly, I thank 
Senator ZELL MILLER for being the 
prime cosponsor. For all those in the 
Senate who want a practical, respon-
sible addition to the farm surplus, the 
farm program moneys over the next 10 
years, this is the right amendment. 

Let me make sure everybody under-
stands right off the bat there is one 
very big distinction, and that is, once 
again, in order to spend more on a pro-
gram, the other side of the aisle would 
take it out of the $1.6 trillion tax cut 
that is planned in this budget resolu-
tion. If we start down that road for 
each major amendment, the way we 
fund it is to take money out of what 
the people were going to get in tax 
cuts, then Katie bar the door. Where do 
we end up? Enough said about that. 
That is a very big difference. We do not 
take this money to pay for this pro-
gram, the Grassley-Miller amendment, 
out of the tax cuts that are going to 
the American people. 

Essentially this program will cost $59 
billion over the decade, with about $5 
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billion of it going into this year and 
the balance going into the remaining 10 
years. It sends the money to the func-
tion called agriculture, wherein it 
awaits a farm bill that has that much 
latitude without taking money from 
any other parts of the budget or be-
coming subject to a point of order. 

Is that enough? According to the ex-
perts we have who put this together, 
clearly if you are going to put together 
something practical, pragmatic, not 
trying to get more than you need, not 
trying to push other things out but, 
rather, recognizing agriculture’s appro-
priate place among myriad very impor-
tant programs, then this is a good 
amendment. 

Clearly, the $63.5 billion that is in 
this bill, including the first year—the 
year we are in—you add it to the base 
in this budget and the supports for ag-
riculture amount to—let me repeat 
this number—$157 billion. That is the 
kind of support that comes from distin-
guished Senators who know agri-
culture, such as Senator GRASSLEY and 
Senator MILLER. 

You know, enough is enough. The 
other side would have us spend $97 bil-
lion over that same period of time. I 
submit for all Senators to consider, 
that is just more than enough. That is 
sort of asking all the rest of the Amer-
ican taxpayers and all of those expect-
ing to get a tax cut—that is saying to 
them, all of your claims are second 
rate to an exorbitant agricultural bill. 
I say that because I depend upon people 
such as CHUCK GRASSLEY, from an agri-
cultural State, still a farmer, who un-
derstands all of these issues inti-
mately. He submits this measure to the 
Senate as rational, reasonable, and 
enough money to be sent to the Agri-
culture Committee upon which a new 
agricultural bill can be drawn. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, how 

much time do I have? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has 1 minute 37 seconds. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that Senators 
HAGEL and HUTCHINSON be added as co-
sponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator BAU-
CUS and Senator DAYTON be shown as 
cosponsors of the Johnson amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I want 
to enter into the RECORD letters from 
Senators requesting approximately $10 
billion a year to be added over this 10- 
year period to the support for agri-
culture. This is a letter from 44 Sen-
ators, including 19 Republicans, asking 
for an amount of money—actually ask-
ing for somewhat more than is in the 
Johnson amendment. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, March 30, 2001. 

Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI, 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, U.S. Sen-

ate, Washington, DC. 
Hon. KENT CONRAD, 
Ranking Member, Committee on the Budget, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR CHAIRMAN DOMENICI AND SENATOR 

CONRAD: We request that at least $10 billion 
in emergency economic assistance for agri-
culture for the 2001 crop year be included in 
the fiscal year 2002 budget resolution. We 
also ask that the budget resolution contain 
an increase in the annual baseline spending 
for agriculture for subsequent crop years by 
at least $12 billion over fiscal years 2002–2011. 

Economic forecasts for agriculture remain 
bleak for the 2001 growing season and beyond 
due to the continuation of collapsed com-
modity prices, while input costs—most nota-
bly fuel and fertilizer—skyrocket. We believe 
that Congress must continue to support agri-
culture in order to prevent massive farm 
failures, which would cripple rural America’s 
economy and could further dampen the gen-
eral economy. We cannot allow this to hap-
pen, especially during this time of national 
economic uncertainty. 

As you know, the funds devoted to agri-
culture in the fiscal year 1997 budget were 
cut substantially to help reduce our nation’s 
ballooning deficits. The farm bill enacted in 
1996 was therefore insufficient to fully ad-
dress the last three years of collapsed com-
modity prices and weather disasters. Con-
sequently, Congress has been forced to pro-
vide approximately $25 billion in emergency 
aid to Agriculture since 1998. 

We believe the budget resolution must al-
locate a level of funding adequate for Con-
gress to write a new farm bill that meets the 
needs of farmers and insures the future of 
our rural communities. Producers should not 
be held hostage to the unpredictability of 
politics and annual ad hoc payments. 

Finally, we wish to go on record as sup-
porting the position already taken by our 
colleagues—Senators Cochran, Hutchinson, 
Breaux, Landrieu, Bond, Sessions, Lincoln, 
Shelby, Bunning, Helms, McConnell, Craig, 
Cleland, Inhofe, Thurmond, Fitzgerald, Mil-
ler, Frist, Thomas, Hutchison and Hagel—on 
this issue in their letter dated March 13, 2001. 

We thank you for your attention to this 
issue. 

Sincerely, 
Byron Dorgan, Conrad Burns, Tom 

Daschle, Mike Enzi, Tom Harkin, E. 
Ben Nelson, John Edwards, Dick Dur-
bin, Mark Dayton, Max Baucus, Jay 
Rockefeller IV, Tim Johnson, Carl 
Levin, Patty Murray, Patrick Leahy, 
Debbie Stabenow, Maria Cantwell, Ron 
Wyden, Herb Kohl, Jean Carnahan, 
Evan Bayh. 

Mr. CONRAD. I also ask unanimous 
consent that this letter be printed in 
the RECORD. It is a request to Senator 
DOMENICI from Southern Senators, Re-
publicans and Democrats, for an 
amount of money that is actually in 
the Johnson amendment. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, March 13, 2001. 

Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI, 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, U.S. Sen-

ate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR PETE: We are writing to request your 

assistance in including appropriate language 
in the FY02 budget resolution so that emer-
gency economic loss assistance can be made 
available for 2001 and 2002 or until a replace-

ment for the 1996 Farm Bill can be enacted. 
Specifically, since conditions are not appre-
ciably improved for 2001, we support making 
market loss assistance available so that the 
total amount of assistance available through 
the 2001 Agricultural Market Transition Act 
payment and the Market Loss Assistance 
payments will be the same as was available 
for the 2000 crop. We understand it is unusual 
to ask that funds to be made available in the 
current fiscal year be provided in a budget 
resolution covering the next fiscal year, but 
the financial stress in U.S. agriculture is ex-
traordinary. 

According to USDA and other prominent 
agriculture economists, the U.S. agricultural 
economy continues to face persistent low 
prices and depressed farm income. According 
to testimony presented by USDA on Feb-
ruary 14, 2001, ‘‘a strong rebound in farm 
prices and income from the market place for 
major crops appears unlikely . . . assum-
ing no supplemental assistance, net cash 
farm income in 2001 is projected to be the 
lowest level since 1994and about $4 billion 
below the average of the 1990’s.’’ The USDA 
statement also said . . . ‘‘(a) national farm 
financial crisis has not occurred in large part 
due to record government payments and 
greater off-farm income.’’ 

In addition to sluggish demand and chron-
ically low prices, U.S. farmers and ranchers 
are experiencing rapidly increasing input 
costs including fuel, fertilizer and interest 
rates. According to USDA, ‘‘increases in pe-
troleum prices and interest rates along with 
higher prices for other inputs, including 
hired labor increased farmers’ production ex-
penses by 4 percent of $7.6 billion in 2000, and 
for 2001 cash production expenses are fore-
cast to increase further. At the same time, 
major crop prices for the 2000–01 season are 
expected to register only modest improve-
ment from last year’s 15–25 year lows, re-
flecting another year of large global produc-
tion of major crops and ample stocks.’’ 

During the last 3 years, Congress has pro-
vided significant levels of emergency eco-
nomic assistance through so-called Market 
Loss Assistance payments and disaster as-
sistance for weather related losses. During 
the last three years, the Commodity Credit 
Corporation has provided about $72 billion in 
economic and weather related loss assistance 
and conservation payments. The Congres-
sional Budget Office and USDA project that 
expenditures for 2001 will be $14–17 billion 
without additional market or weather loss 
assistance. With projections that farm in-
come will not improve in the near future, we 
believe it is vitally important to provide at 
least as much total economic assistance for 
2001 and 2002 as was provided for the 2000 
crop. 

Congress has begun to evaluate replace-
ment farm policy. In order to provide effec-
tive, predictable financial support which also 
allows farmers and ranchers to be competi-
tive, sufficient funding will be needed to 
allow the Agriculture Committee to ulti-
mately develop a comprehensive package 
covering major commodities in addition to 
livestock and specialty crops, rural develop-
ment, trade, and conservation initiatives. 
Until new legislation can be enacted, it is es-
sential that Congress provide emergency 
economic assistance necessary to alleviate 
the current financial crisis. 

We realize these recommendations add sig-
nificantly to projected outlays for farm pro-
grams. Our farmers and ranchers clearly pre-
fer receiving their income from the market. 
However, while they strive to further reduce 
costs and expand markets, federal assistance 
will be necessary until conditions improve. 
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We appreciate your consideration of our 

views. 
Sincerely, 

Thad Cochran, John Breaux, Tim Hutch-
inson, Mary Landrieu, Kit Bond, Jeff 
Sessions, Blanche Lincoln, Richard 
Shelby, Jim Bunning, Jesse Helms, 
Mitch MCConnell, Larry Craig, Max 
Cleland, James Inhofe, Strom Thur-
mond, Peter Fitzgerald, Zell Miller, 
Bill Frist, Craig Thomas, Kay Bailey 
Hutchison, Chuck Hagel. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD a letter from Senator 
CRAPO asking for an amount of money 
actually somewhat more than is in the 
Johnson amendment. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, March 28, 2001. 

Hon. KENT CONRAD, 
Ranking Member, Committee on the Budget, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR CONRAD: I write to request 
your assistance in including flexibility in 
the Fiscal Year 2002 budget resolution to ad-
dress the needs of America’s agricultural 
community. The budget resolution should 
provide for emergency economic assistance 
for agricultural producers until the next 
farm bill can be enacted. Additionally, ade-
quate baseline funding for agriculture needs 
is vital. 

The U.S. agricultural economy continues 
to face persistent low prices and low farm in-
come. A rebound is unlikely in the near fu-
ture. In fact, U.S. net farm income is ex-
pected to drop 9 percent in 2001. Recognizing 
the importance of a safe, affordable, and 
abundant domestic food supply. Congress has 
provided producers with supplemental farm 
assistance for the last three years. This as-
sistance has been vital to operator viability. 
Although our farmers and ranchers would 
prefer to receive their income from the mar-
ket, they are facing desperate times. While 
they work to reduce costs and expand mar-
kets, we must do what we can to assist them. 
Supplemental support should continue until 
Congress enacts a new farm bill and flexi-
bility to provide this funding should be in-
cluded in the budget resolution. 

As a new farm bill is developed, it is also 
important that we increase the baseline for 
agriculture related budget functions. In addi-
tion to the demands of the commodity pro-
grams, current funding levels do not reflect 
the growing need for increased market ac-
cess, conservation, research, and rural devel-
opment funding. 

In a global economy, agricultural profit-
ability is tied to foreign markets. Trade is 
critical to the future of agriculture. It must 
be free and fair, unfortunately, at this time 
we have neither. Increases in the budget will 
allow for additional funding for market ac-
cess programs, while barriers are reduced 
and inequities addressed. 

America’s farmers are working to meet in-
creasing environmental regulations and 
reach their own stewardship goals. It is im-
portant that we provide them with funding 
to meet the demand for clean air and water, 
wildlife habitat, and open spaces. Increasing 
the natural resources and environment base-
line will provide producers the technical and 
financial assistance necessary to allow them 
to succeed and remain good stewards of the 
environment. 

Increasing the agricultural baseline will 
also allow us to support important research 
efforts. America’s farmers and ranchers are 
the most efficient in the world. Agricultural 

research is vital to maintaining and building 
upon efficiencies, improving profitability, 
protecting the environment, developing new 
markets and uses, and addressing emerging 
issues. 

The rural development programs adminis-
tered through the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture are also important. Rural economic 
development programs are increasingly val-
ued in rural America. In light of a distressed 
agricultural economy and declining resource 
industries, these programs are urgently 
needed. Additionally, infrastructure needs in 
rural areas are high and increasing federal 
mandates add to these costs. Rural develop-
ment programs are helpful to rural commu-
nities trying to comply with the dispropor-
tionate costs of federal mandates. 

Adequate steps should be taken to ensure 
these essential programs are funded. I am 
confident that the budget resolution can pro-
vide flexibility for emergency economic as-
sistance and increase baselines in a fiscally- 
responsible manner. Please rest assured that 
I remain committed to a balanced budget 
and will work with the Committee to 
prioritize competing needs. 

Thank you for your consideration of this 
request. 

Sincerely, 
MIKE CRAPO, 

U.S. Senator. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, the 
question of the amount of money is 
guided by what our competitors are 
doing. The Europeans, who are our 
major competitors, are outspending us 
by a very wide margin. The amount of 
money in the Johnson amendment is 
intended to approach what our major 
competitors are doing. It doesn’t equal 
them, but it is to at least give our 
farmers a fair, fighting chance. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

yield 5 minutes of the remaining time 
to Senator GRAMM. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I thank 
Senator DOMENICI for yielding. 

Let me first say to my colleagues 
that I have concerns with both of these 
amendments. We should wait until the 
new farm bill is written before budg-
eting money to spend on agricultural 
programs over the next 10 years. 

Our colleague from North Dakota 
talks about how much the Europeans 
spend subsidizing production and ex-
ports and then holds that out as a 
standard for something we should be 
doing. His argument basically is to 
imitate the worst, most inefficient 
farm program in the history of the 
world—a program that would make a 
commissar from the old Soviet Union 
have an uneasy stomach. 

I am going to vote for the Grassley- 
Miller amendment for a very simple 
reason; that is, it provides funds in the 
budget for this year and sets out an ex-
pectation of funding over the next ten 
years, while allowing us to write a 
farm bill and determine what is really 
needed in order for rural America to 
prosper. Of the two approaches, the 
Grassley-Miller amendment is by far 
the more rational option. 

The alternative that is presented by 
Senators Johnson and Conrad would 
simply create a $97 billion entitlement, 
put on automatic pilot, massive gov-
ernment spending, when we haven’t 
even written a new farm bill. No logic 
whatsoever exists to support such an 
amendment. 

The only purpose of the amendment 
is to take $97 billion away from the tax 
cut. So what this amendment really 
does is reduce the tax cut, which means 
either we aren’t going to repeal the 
death tax, or we are not going to repeal 
the marriage penalty, or we are not 
going to double the child credit exemp-
tion, or we are not going to reduce 
rates. Instead, this amendment takes 
$97 billion away from the tax cut and 
creates an entitlement before we have 
even written a farm bill. 

So this may be disguised as an agri-
cultural amendment, but this is really 
an amendment to reduce the tax cut. 

I hope my colleagues will vote for the 
Grassley-Miller amendment. It sets out 
funding for this year, to address real 
problems in agriculture, it provides a 
projected level of funding for the next 
10 years, and it allows us to write a 
new farm bill. 

How are we going to write a rational 
farm bill if we have already committed 
to an entitlement of almost $100 bil-
lion? Does that make any sense what-
soever? The answer is no. The Johnson- 
Conrad amendment should be rejected. 

I urge my colleagues, especially 
those who are inclined to vote against 
both amendments to support the Grass-
ley-Miller amendment—life is about 
choices, and we have a very big evil 
here in the Johnson-Conrad amend-
ment. I suggest we go with the Grass-
ley-Miller alternative in order to pro-
vide funding that we know we are 
going to need this year to address cur-
rent problems in agriculture—it would 
be better to do it through the normal 
process under an emergency designa-
tion, but that is not the choice. Then 
we can write a farm bill, and, having a 
farm bill before us, we can make a ra-
tional decision about how much money 
we need for the future. It may be less 
than $97 billion; it may be more than 
$97 billion. But the idea of committing 
money in the year 2001 in an entitle-
ment, when we have not even written a 
farm bill, really insults our intel-
ligence. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for the 
Grassley-Miller amendment and to 
vote against the Johnson-Conrad 
amendment. I think this is an impor-
tant issue. If we adopt the Johnson- 
Conrad amendment, we are going to set 
a precedent that indicates we are not 
necessarily interested in farm policy, 
we are just interested in a bid to re-
duce the tax cut in order to fund a pro-
gram which has yet to be devised. 

So I want everybody to remember, if 
you vote for the Johnson amendment, 
you are taking money out of repealing 
the marriage penalty, or doubling the 
dependent exemption for children, or 
repealing the death tax, or reducing 
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rates. It has to come from somewhere. 
I urge my colleagues to support the 
Grassley-Miller amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, there are 2 minutes 
evenly divided before vote on the 
Grassley amendment. 

Who yields time? 
The Senator from North Dakota is 

recognized. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, the 

Senator from Texas makes a very in-
teresting proposition. He said write a 
new farm bill and then decide on the 
budget. 

That has it exactly backwards. That 
is not how we do business. We decide on 
a budget; then we write a farm pro-
gram. 

I also remind my colleagues that the 
amount of money being sought in the 
Johnson amendment is the amount of 
money we have had each of the last 3 
years to cope with this farm crisis—the 
lowest prices in 75 years. That is the 
basis of the calculation of the need. 

The amendment of the Senator from 
Iowa restricts us to far less than we 
have had each of the last 3 years to 
meet this farm crisis. It is also true 
that our major competitors are out-
spending us 10 to 1 in support for their 
producers and are outspending us 30 to 
1 in export assistance. It is no wonder 
our farmers do not have a level playing 
field. 

Finally, the Grassley amendment 
raids the Medicare trust fund to sup-
port the additional resources for agri-
culture. That is a mistake. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have 
1 minute? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, 1 
minute. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, frank-
ly, I do not have a lot more to say. It 
seems as if we are adopting a policy of, 
if we have any time, we ought to use it, 
so I am going to use it. 

I remind everyone, if they want a 
farm bill that adds substantial money 
to the program over the next decade, it 
is my recommendation they vote for 
the first amendment, the one Senator 
GRASSLEY has put together with ZELL 
MILLER. If my colleagues do not, we 
will have no agricultural bill, it seems 
to me, looking at how things are. 

For those who do not want to vote 
for the Grassley-Miller amendment and 
hold out, just remember: You may get 
no agricultural bill if you do that. The 
better approach is in the Grassley 
amendment. I believe it is fair; it is 
reasonable; it is rational. And clearly a 
new farm bill built around these num-
bers might, indeed, pass the Congress. 
If my colleagues think they are going 
to pass one with much more than that, 
they are just dreaming. I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have not been ordered. 

Mr. CONRAD. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The question is on agreeing to 

amendment No. 174. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 51, 

nays 49, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 67 Leg.] 

YEAS—51 

Allard 
Allen 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Collins 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Ensign 
Enzi 

Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
McCain 
McConnell 

Miller 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NAYS—49 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Carnahan 
Carper 
Cleland 
Clinton 
Conrad 
Corzine 
Daschle 
Dayton 

Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Stabenow 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

The amendment (No. 174) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. CRAIG. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 176 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BUN-

NING). Under the previous order, there 
will now be 2 minutes of debate prior to 
the vote on or in relation to the John-
son amendment. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state his inquiry. 

Mr. CONRAD. How much time was 
consumed on the last vote? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifty 
minutes. 

Mr. CONRAD. Fifty minutes. I thank 
the Chair. 

Mr. President, we have just passed, 
after a 50-minute vote, a measure that 
raids the Medicare trust fund in the 
years 2005, 2006, 2007, and 2008 to the 
tune of $42 billion. That is what the 
amendment just passed does. It raids 
the Medicare trust fund in each and 
every one of those years to supply 
more resources to agriculture. 

This amendment provides additional 
resources to agriculture, but it does it 
the right way. It doesn’t touch any of 
the trust funds. It doesn’t touch the 
Social Security trust fund. It does not 

touch the Medicare trust fund. It funds 
the money out of the tax cut. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
thank all Senators who supported the 
Grassley amendment. 

Now we consider another amend-
ment. For those who are worried about 
how much we are going to spend on ag-
riculture, this amendment would in-
crease the spending on agriculture to a 
total of $98 billion, all of which will 
come out of the taxes we intend to give 
back to the American people. 

We have done the numbers. We don’t 
touch the Medicare trust fund. I will 
give Senators the numbers. The total 
contingency fund is 845. Take off the 
Medicare trust fund, you have 453 left. 
Of that, the Grassley amendment uses 
$59 billion. We don’t touch Medicare in 
any year, nor do we touch it over the 10 
years. Actually, I believe we have done 
the right thing. 

We ought to turn this amendment 
down. We have had a good vote. We 
ought to leave it as a good vote and 
make sure that what is passed is what 
we do for agriculture. Mr. GRASSLEY, 
who knows more than the average Sen-
ator, put this together with the distin-
guished Senator from Georgia. They 
worked hard on it. It is a good amend-
ment. Thanks for adopting it. 

Don’t undo what you did by voting 
for the pending amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 176. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There seems to be a sufficient second. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

The result was announced—yeas 47, 
nays 53, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 68 Leg.] 

YEAS—47 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Carnahan 
Cleland 
Clinton 
Conrad 
Corzine 
Daschle 
Dayton 

Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Leahy 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Stabenow 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—53 

Allard 
Allen 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Carper 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Collins 
Craig 
Crapo 

DeWine 
Domenici 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 

Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
McCain 
McConnell 
Miller 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
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Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 

Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 

Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 

The amendment (No. 176) was re-
jected. 

Mr. HARKIN. I move to reconsider 
the vote by which the amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I will 
shortly send an amendment to the desk 
that deals with education, which I 
think should be the No. 1 priority of 
this Congress. Quite frankly, the Presi-
dent has said it should be our No. 1 pri-
ority. The American people think it 
should be our No. 1 priority. Yet in the 
budget before the Senate, education is 
somewhere down towards the bottom. 
This amendment I will shortly send to 
the desk will move it up to the top tier. 

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. HARKIN. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. BYRD. Does not the Senator be-

lieve that the administration’s fore-
most priority is a $1.6 billion tax cut? 

Mr. HARKIN. I will show that shortly 
on my charts. 

Mr. BYRD. Very well. 
Mr. HARKIN. I will absolutely show 

that is their top priority. 
Mr. BYRD. I am waiting with bated 

breath. 
Mr. HARKIN. I appreciate Senator 

BYRD bringing that up. 
Our country was founded on an ideal 

that no matter who you are or the cir-
cumstances of your birth, no matter 
how much money your parents have or 
don’t have, if you are willing to work 
hard, study, and get a good education, 
you can be a success. This is the Amer-
ican dream. 

Unfortunately, the dream is slipping 
away. It is slipping because our class-
rooms are overcrowded, our schools are 
crumbling, and our students don’t have 
the educational tools from preschool to 
college they need to learn. For years 
we have been nibbling around the edges 
for a solution; we tweak a program 
here, tweak another program there, 
but we have not made a real dent in 
education reform. 

The fact is, now only 2 cents of every 
$1 is invested in education. That is not 
enough. Ask the constituents in Mon-
tana or Iowa, in any town meeting: Of 
every Federal dollar we spend, how 
much goes for education? Ask your 
constituents. I have gotten answers 
from 25 cents to 10 cents to 12 cents to 
8 cents. I have never gotten the right 
answer, which is 2 cents. Two cents out 
of every Federal dollar that we spend 
goes to education. That just is not 
enough. It shows that education is not 
a top priority. 

In this new century, we need a new 
plan for American education, a bold, 
daring plan to demand true account-
ability from our schools but also to 
provide the resources they need to 
meet the standards and to be held ac-
countable. It is one thing to say you 

will hold the schools accountable but 
then you will not give them the re-
sources. As my colleague and my chief 
cosponsor, Senator WELLSTONE, has 
said many times, you are setting them 
up for failure when you do that. If you 
want schools to be accountable—and 
we all do—we have to get them the re-
sources they need. 

We need to use our budget surpluses 
to prepare for the future by paying 
down the debt and investing in edu-
cation. That is why, along with the 
many other Senators, I am proposing a 
plan to truly leave no child behind. Co-
sponsors of this amendment are Sen-
ators WELLSTONE, KENNEDY, MURRAY, 
BINGAMAN, CLINTON, DAYTON, ROCKE-
FELLER, CORZINE, MIKULSKI, REED of 
Rhode Island, REID of Nevada, SAR-
BANES, KERRY, LANDRIEU, and DASCHLE. 

We have heard a lot of talk about the 
importance of education. We have 
heard it from our President, President 
Bush. He said: ‘‘My administration has 
no greater priority than education.’’ 
That was during the swearing-in cere-
mony for Dr. Paige as the new Sec-
retary of Education. I was there. I 
heard him say that. He also said: ‘‘It’s 
important for us to have the national 
goal of every child being educated in 
the best public school system possible 
on the face of Earth.’’ That was Presi-
dent Bush on CNN Columbus, OH, Feb-
ruary 20. 

The President said there is no great-
er priority than education. Let’s check 
the facts and look at the President’s 
budget priorities about which Senator 
BYRD just spoke. Now we see reality 
versus rhetoric. The President said he 
wants to leave no child behind; he 
wants education to be the No. 1 pri-
ority; he wants our kids educated in 
the best public school system possible 
on the face of the Earth. 

And here is the budget. The Bush tax 
cut for the wealthiest 1 percent, over 10 
years, is $697 billion. Keep in mind this 
is for the wealthiest 1 percent. Bush’s 
education plan is $21.3 billion over 10 
years. What are the priorities? A tax 
cut for the wealthiest, $697 billion; edu-
cation, $21.3 billion. The President’s 
entire budget devotes $1.6 trillion of 
the surplus to tax cuts. Only $21.3 bil-
lion is for education. The tax cut that 
the President is proposing is 76 times 
greater than the investments he would 
provide for education. These are the 
wrong priorities. It is time to put the 
priorities right. 

Our amendment will truly leave no 
child behind. The education plan we 
are sending to the desk in this amend-
ment provides $250 billion in education 
over the next 10 years; the President’s 
plan is $21.3 billion. Our investment is 
12 times that proposed by the President 
but about one-third of what he wants 
to give in tax breaks to the wealthiest 
1 percent of Americans. Let me repeat 
that: Our investment in this plan is 
about 12 times what the President 
wants to put in education over the next 
10 years: $250 billion in our plan, $21.3 
billion in the Bush plan. The $250 bil-

lion we have in our plan is still about 
one-third as much as the President 
wants to give to the wealthiest 1 per-
cent of Americans. So our priorities 
are to put the money in education and 
not in tax breaks for the wealthiest. 

This amendment will put the re-
sources in place so we truly can hold 
schools and teachers accountable. We 
meet the following five goals by the 
end of this decade. The first goal is all 
children will start school ready to 
learn. If that sounds familiar, that is 
because that was the first goal set up 
by the Governors Commission which 
was headed by a Republican Governor, 
I might say, 11 years ago. So that 
ought to be the first national goal in 
education, to have all children ready 
and able to learn. 

We know that a child who partici-
pates in Head Start is more likely to 
graduate from high school and less 
likely to end up in jail or on welfare. 
However, less than 70 percent of chil-
dren eligible for Head Start are receiv-
ing it. Our amendment would fully 
fund the Head Start Program so every 
eligible 3- and 4-year-old child will get 
the services they need so they can 
start school ready to learn. 

No. 2, all students will be educated 
by a highly qualified teacher in a class-
room that is not overcrowded. Project 
STAR studied 7,000 students in 80 
schools in Tennessee. They found stu-
dents in smaller classes performed bet-
ter. We know that. But now we have 
the data to show it. These students 
were less likely to drop out of high 
schools, more likely to graduate in the 
top 25 percent of their classes. Our 
amendment increases our investment 
in the Class Size Reduction Program to 
meet our goal of hiring 100,000 extra 
teachers in 2005, and to reduce class 
sizes in grades 1 through 3 to no more 
than 18 children. 

Our amendment would also provide a 
fourfold increase in professional devel-
opment to provide our teachers with 
the opportunity to acquire the knowl-
edge and skills they need. We hear a lot 
of talk about improving reading skills. 
If you want to improve reading skills, 
get smaller class sizes so the teachers 
can work with the students. 

I yield what time he may want to the 
Senator from Minnesota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Iowa for his 
courtesy. I appreciate it. 

The Senator from Iowa has laid out 
some figures. I am going to try to do 
this a different way. 

This is called the leave-no-child-be-
hind amendment. I had a chance to 
visit with some students from St. 
Cloud, MN. Right now there are not 
many Senators in the Chamber, so we 
are just laying out the amendment. 
There will be plenty of debate about 
this because there comes a point in 
time where you have to back up your 
words with the resources. 
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I say to the Senator from Iowa, I am 

very proud to introduce this amend-
ment with him and to be a chief co-
sponsor of this amendment. For me, 
this is what this debate is all about. 
This is a values question. 

I have said it on the floor before, and 
I am going to say it one more time. 
When the Senator from Iowa talked 
about Head Start, making sure that 
children are kindergarten ready, he 
made the point that kids who are kin-
dergarten ready are less likely to be 
behind and less likely to fall behind in 
school and are also less likely to get in 
trouble. 

I enjoy saying this. The truth is we 
should help these little kids—not just 
because if we help them when they are 
little, they are more likely to do well 
in school or less likely to be in trouble 
or more likely to go on to college—we 
should help these little kids at the 
Head Start level because they are all 
under 4 feet tall and they are all beau-
tiful and we should be nice to them. 
Nothing else needs to be said. 

My God, what are we going to do? 
Are we going to put our resources into 
Robin-Hood-in-reverse tax cuts? Paul 
Krugman had a piece today in the New 
York Times where he said, actually, 
when you figure this out, over 50 per-
cent of these tax cut benefits are going 
to go to the top 1 percent of the popu-
lation. 

Senators, do you want to vote for a 
tax cut heavily weighted to the top 1 
percent of the population or do you 
want to vote for this amendment which 
really is about making sure we leave 
no child behind? What do we do? We are 
talking about $200 billion that goes to 
debt reduction and $250 billion that 
goes to education, as we look over the 
next 10 years, which means what? It 
means we get to the point of fully fund-
ing the IDEA program for kids with 
special needs. 

At every school I visit in Minnesota, 
everybody I meet tells me: Listen, if 
you would just provide the funding for 
the IDEA program, it would help us out 
so much in our own finances. 

I offered an amendment with Senator 
HARKIN last year to fully fund the 
IDEA program. We got 40 votes. Now is 
the time to step up to the plate. Make 
sure the kids are kindergarten ready, 
fully fund the Head Start Program—al-
though, I say to my colleagues, really 
in the best of all worlds I would like for 
us to consider not just the 3- and 4- 
year-olds; I would like for us to con-
sider the 1-year-olds and the 2-year- 
olds and the Early Head Start Pro-
gram. 

We are talking about afterschool pro-
grams. We are talking about teacher 
training. We are talking about how to 
recruit the best people into teaching. 
We are talking about how to make sure 
higher education is more affordable. 
We are talking about dramatically ex-
panding the funding for the Pell Grant 
Program. 

Senators, Democrats and Repub-
licans alike, I think in this budget de-

bate this is going to be the litmus test 
vote. I said it before. I will say it again 
on the floor. When President Bush, in 
his inaugural speech, talked about 
leaving no child behind, I was moved. 
This is my passion: children, young 
people, education. I thought those were 
beautiful words. 

The fact is, look at these tax cuts. 
Let me repeat this one more time. One- 
third of the children in America live in 
homes that do not get one penny from 
these tax cuts; one-half of African 
American children live in homes that 
do not get one cent from these tax 
cuts; and 57 percent of Hispanic chil-
dren live in homes that will not receive 
one cent from these tax cuts. 

When are we going to make the in-
vestment in education? In children? 
When are we going to make sure we 
live up to our words? 

I am looking at this budget in a 
broad outline. Next week we are going 
to see the specifics. When we see the 
specifics, let me tell you people in Min-
nesota and people around the country 
are going to hold all of us accountable. 
We already know this much. We now 
know that there are going to be cuts— 
cuts in child care programs, the 
CCDBG program, when only 12 percent 
of low-income families, much less mid-
dle-income families, can afford child 
care and get any assistance. 

There are going to be cuts in pro-
grams for prevention of child abuse. 
There are going to be cuts in the train-
ing for doctors in our children’s hos-
pitals where there are some of the most 
sick and vulnerable children. 

I ask you, President of the United 
States of America, President Bush: 
How do you realize the goal of leaving 
no child behind when you cut these 
programs? You cannot realize the goal 
of leaving no child behind on a tin-cup 
education budget: $23 billion versus 
$250 billion that Senator HARKIN and I 
have brought to the floor of the Sen-
ate. 

I want to make another point be-
cause I think this is the vote. This is 
the vote when it comes to what our pri-
orities are. As we do the speaking on 
the floor of the Senate, as we do the 
talking, there are entirely too many 
children who are not able to get the 
help they need when they are little and 
they come to kindergarten way behind. 

There are many college students I 
meet in Minnesota who are struggling. 
Many of them are at the community 
colleges. Many of them are in their for-
ties and fifties. They have gone back to 
school. Many of them are women. They 
have children. They have jobs, and 
they are going to school. 

Do you want to know something? We 
are not going to be expanding the Pell 
Grant Program anywhere near enough 
to make sure they can get higher edu-
cation. That is the best bang for the 
buck. But instead we are giving tax 
cuts to the top 1 percent of the popu-
lation. 

As we speak on the floor of the Sen-
ate, and as we debate this amendment, 

there are entirely too many teachers 
who are working under really difficult 
circumstances who do not have up-to- 
date textbooks, do not have the tech-
nology we need, are underpaid; and 
without the resources, many men and 
women aren’t going into teaching any 
longer. 

When are we going to get real? 
I like this amendment because this 

leave-no-child-behind amendment de-
fines education, not K through 12, but 
prekindergarten all the way through 
age 65. 

Right now, the report on most of the 
kids who are in child care is that it is 
inadequate and too dangerous. We are 
talking about a real investment here. 

We have had all of these studies, all 
of these books, and all of these con-
ferences about the development of the 
brain. When are we going to get serious 
about investing in early childhood de-
velopment? 

The taconite workers on the iron 
range, and a whole lot of other people 
from farm country in Minnesota where 
we have a price crisis, and family farm-
ers who don’t get a decent price—many 
of them are being driven off their 
farms. Many of them will have to go 
back to work. Many of them will not 
go back to work but are going to have 
to go back to school. Many of them are 
going to go to our community colleges. 

Where is the Pell grant assistance? 
Can’t we expand the Pell Grant Pro-
gram? Can’t we expand the Head Start 
Program? Can’t we make the commit-
ment to school modernization? Can’t 
we try to reduce class size? Can’t we do 
better for teacher training? 

Any day of the year, I say to my good 
friend, including the Senator from New 
Mexico, I want to say to people in Min-
nesota in any coffee shop anywhere, 
that I would far prefer to put much 
more money into children and edu-
cation—the IDEA program, title I, the 
afterschool program, Head Start—than 
Robin-Hood-in-reverse tax cuts where 
everyone here knows that the vast per-
centage of the benefits go to the very 
top 1 percent, the wealthiest and high-
est income citizens. This is all a mat-
ter of priorities and values. 

It is time to step up to the plate, and 
it is time to cast a vote. This amend-
ment Senator HARKIN has brought to 
the floor and on which other Senators 
will be speaking—and if I had to be a 
primary cosponsor of one amendment 
in this budget debate, this would be the 
amendment. Basically, it says it is 
time to get beyond symbolic politics, it 
is time to get beyond the speeches, and 
if we say that we all love the children, 
and we are all for education, and young 
people are our future, then we ought to 
be making the investment in their 
skills, in their intellect, and in their 
health and character. That is what this 
leave-no-child-behind amendment is all 
about. 

With all due respect, one more time, 
you cannot realize the goal of leaving 
no child behind on a tin-cup budget. 
Our amendment which calls for an in-
vestment of $250 billion is one-third of 
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what goes in these tax cuts to the top 
1 percent of the population. 

Our amendment, which calls for a 
dramatic investment in the health, 
skills, character, and education of chil-
dren—of young people, and, for that 
matter, older people—who are going 
back to school, is one-third of the tax 
cuts of the Bush plan that go to the top 
1 percent of the population. In the 
President’s plan, it is $23 billion. In 
this plan, it is $250 billion. 

I say on the floor of the Senate di-
rectly to the people of Minnesota that 
I am up for reelection, and to me this 
is what the election is all about. This 
is what the election is all about. I am 
for tax cuts that leave some standard 
of tax fairness. I am for making sure 
that working people and that low- and 
moderate-income people get some as-
sistance and benefits. I am for making 
sure they get that. They will spend it, 
and it will serve as an economic stim-
ulus. Lots of families will also benefit 
if you make the tax cut refundable. 

But I also believe that far more im-
portant than Robin-Hood-in-reverse 
tax cuts, with most all of them going 
to the top 1 percent of the population, 
would be to make this investment in 
children and make this investment in 
education. 

It is a question of priorities. I come 
down on the side of education. I come 
down on the side of children. I come 
down on the side of hard-working peo-
ple who are going back to school and 
trying to rebuild their lives. I come 
down on the side of taconite workers 
on the iron range. I come down on the 
side of family farmers. I come down on 
the side of ordinary people. I come 
down on the side of people who believe 
that education is the foundation of op-
portunity in America. I come down on 
the side of this amendment. We should 
get 100 votes. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, how 

much time is remaining on the amend-
ment and on the resolution? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment has not yet been offered. 
On the resolution, there are approxi-
mately 16 hours for each side. 

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Presiding 
Officer. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum 
and ask unanimous consent that it be 
charged to both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant bill clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CONRAD. I ask the Senator from 
Washington if she is seeking time. 

Mrs. MURRAY. I am. How much time 
may I have? 

Mr. CONRAD. How much time would 
the Senator like? 

Mrs. MURRAY. Between 3 and 10 
minutes, whatever you can give me. 

Mr. CONRAD. I yield 10 minutes to 
the Senator from Washington. We will 
take that off the resolution since the 
amendment is not yet pending. Is that 
correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. CONRAD. So we will take 10 min-
utes off the resolution for the Senator 
from Washington. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington is recognized for 
10 minutes. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I come 
to the floor today to talk about the 
Harkin-Kennedy-Murray amendment 
which I understand will be offered 
shortly. That amendment is going to 
provide the kind of investment that we 
need to make if we truly want to leave 
no child behind. It is a noble goal, and 
it is one that all of us should endorse. 
I am glad President Bush has focused 
on it. 

Unfortunately, President Bush’s 
budget that is before us today squan-
ders this opportunity to ensure no 
child is left behind in favor of an irre-
sponsible tax cut. Putting America’s 
future first means putting our children 
first. But the sad truth is, this budget 
shortchanges America’s students. This 
budget focuses on tax cuts for the few, 
at the expense of our children’s edu-
cation. We cannot ask America’s stu-
dents to wait in line behind a few 
wealthy Americans for the support 
they need to succeed. 

I have come to the floor to support 
the amendment that will be offered 
today to ensure that all students get 
the educational resources they deserve. 
The Republicans are claiming that 
they provide a significant increase for 
education funding. I have to tell you, 
in looking at this budget, I am unable 
to find that ‘‘significant’’ increase. In-
stead, it is clear to me that this budget 
jeopardizes our ability to maintain 
critical priorities like education. 

Under this budget, the actual amount 
of funds available for schools, colleges, 
and students will only increase by 
about $2.5 billion, which is 5.9 percent. 
That is less than half of the average 
yearly increase Congress has provided 
in each of the last 5 years. 

At a time when we are—and should 
be—demanding more than ever from 
our schools, we must now slow down 
the Federal investment in our schools, 
we must not go back on our commit-
ment to help reduce class sizes, we 
must not do away with support for 
emergency repairs and renovations, 
and we must not continue to shirk our 
responsibility to disadvantaged stu-
dents and to students with disabilities. 

Setting a high bar is important, but 
setting a high bar and failing to give 
kids the resources to succeed is just 
setting them up for failure. I want to 
take a moment to highlight some of 
the ways I believe this budget fails our 
country. 

Across our country, parents are ask-
ing us to reduce overcrowding in class-
rooms. They know this is a critical 

step in ensuring every child learns the 
basics in a disciplined environment. 
This Republican budget freezes our 
class size progress. Teachers are asking 
for more help mastering the best ways 
to teach our children. They know they 
cannot rely on skills they learned 10, 
20, or 30 years ago. This Republican 
budget freezes our progress in improv-
ing teacher quality. 

Students are asking for schools 
where they can feel safe and secure. 
Certainly we have an obligation to pro-
vide that. But this Republican budget 
freezes our school safety progress. 

Parents are asking for afterschool 
programs so their children won’t get 
into trouble or become victims of vio-
lence after the school bell rings. This 
Republican budget freezes afterschool 
programs. 

Teachers and students are asking for 
school buildings that are modern, are 
up to code, and provide a safe and 
healthy learning environment. This 
Republican budget freezes our ability 
to help communities modernize their 
aging schools. 

The American people are asking for a 
stronger commitment to the things 
that make a difference in children’s 
education, and the Republicans are so 
busy trying to fund an irresponsible 
tax cut that they aren’t listening. 

This budget freezes our progress. 
That is why we will offer this amend-
ment later. It will provide the re-
sources parents, teachers, and students 
are asking for. 

It will ensure more children start 
school ready to learn, that we continue 
our bipartisan initiative to improve 
student achievement and teaching by 
hiring 100,000 fully qualified teachers to 
reduce the average size of classes in the 
early grades. It will provide critical as-
sistance for emergency school repairs 
and renovation, and will help our local 
districts ensure there is a high quality 
teacher in every classroom. It will 
meet our obligations to children with 
disabilities and disadvantaged stu-
dents, and will allow communities to 
offer more afterschool programs to 
keep our children safe and learning. It 
will also help more Americans afford 
college. 

To justify an irresponsible tax cut, 
the President keeps talking about an 
enormous surplus. But when people 
from my home State come to see me, 
they ask an important question: How 
can there be a surplus when we still 
haven’t paid our bills on full funding 
for IDEA, title I, impact aid, or 100,000 
new teachers? I agree with them. I am 
glad that the amendment we will offer 
will help to ensure that we pay those 
bills. 

With the projected surplus, our coun-
try has the opportunity to make im-
portant choices as we begin this new 
century. Are we going to make the in-
vestment in education that all our 
children deserve? Or are we going to 
give deep tax cuts to just a few? 

Are we going to let our children con-
tinue to go to school in overcrowded 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:09 Dec 20, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00018 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA425\1997-2008-FILES-4-SS-PROJECT\2001-SENATE-REC-FILES\RECFILES-NEW\Sm
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3379 April 4, 2001 
classrooms, in crumbling school build-
ings, with underpaid, inadequately pre-
pared teachers? Or will we rise to the 
occasion and make the choice to invest 
in our children’s future? 

We know what the needs are out 
there. We know what works to help our 
children succeed. We just need the will 
of the Members of this Congress to 
stand up and put the money where 
their mouths are. 

Parents, teachers, students, and com-
munity leaders are saying: Don’t just 
talk about the importance of funding 
education. Make the tough choices to 
show the American public that edu-
cation is truly a priority of their elect-
ed officials. 

That means giving our local school 
districts the resources they need to 
provide a first rate education to every 
student in this country by supporting 
the Harkin-Kennedy-Murray amend-
ment. 

I urge my colleagues, when this 
amendment is proposed, to vote yes for 
our children and our grandchildren and 
for their future. 

Mr. President, I thank my colleague 
for yielding me time. 

Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield 

myself 10 minutes off the resolution. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, we are 

in the midst of a debate on the budget 
resolution for the year. Contained in 
that is a proposal for 10 years because 
that is what the rules require of us. 

On our side, we have tried to lay out 
a series of principles that would form 
the basis of our budget proposal. Per-
haps this is a useful time to review 
those fundamental principles that we 
have used to form a budget rec-
ommendation to our colleagues. 

First, we have said we should protect 
Social Security and Medicare trust 
funds in every year so those funds are 
not raided for another purpose. 

Second, we have adopted the policy 
of paying down the maximum amount 
of the publicly held debt. The publicly 
held debt, as we stand here today, is 
$3.4 trillion. We believe $2.9 trillion of 
that can be paid down without paying 
any premiums, without having any dif-
ficulty. 

Third, we provide for an immediate 
fiscal stimulus of $60 billion. Our pro-
posal has been: Let’s put in place that 
fiscal stimulus now. 

Let’s not wait. Let’s not delay. Let’s 
not hold it hostage to the larger 10- 
year budget because this would be 
available in fiscal year 2001. We already 
have a budget for 2001. We know we 
have the money available to provide a 
fiscal stimulus now. We know we have 
$96 billion of surplus outside of the 
trust funds available this year in the 
budget that has already been passed to 
provide fiscal stimulus, to provide a 
little boost to this economy in the 
midst of the downturn we see occur-
ring. 

We think that would be a wise policy 
to pursue. Then we can deal with the 
longer 10-year plan. But let’s put in 
place right now a fiscal stimulus that 
would give lift to this economy. 

Fourth, we provide for significant tax 
relief for all Americans, including rate 
reduction, marriage penalty relief, and 
estate tax reform. 

We also reserve resources for the 
high-priority areas we have previously 
identified: improving education, 
strengthening our national defense, 
providing a meaningful prescription 
drug benefit, and funding for agri-
culture because of the crisis facing our 
farmers. 

Finally, we provide $750 billion to 
strengthen Social Security and address 
the long-term debt problem America 
sees just over the horizon. When this 
10-year period ends, we all know that 
the baby boom generation starts to re-
tire, and then we face real financial 
problems. We have, as I think all of us 
know, a circumstance in which we will 
face massive deficits as we look ahead. 

We have tried to be mindful of the 
fact that all of these budgets are based 
on a forecast, a 10-year forecast, a fore-
cast that is highly uncertain. In fact, it 
is so uncertain that the forecasting 
agency warned us that it is very likely 
to be wrong. Our friends on the other 
side are betting that this entire projec-
tion over 10 years comes true, all $5.6 
trillion of it. 

Let’s reflect back on what the Con-
gressional Budget Office told us. They 
are the ones that made the forecast, 
and they provided us with this chart, 
this analysis. They went back and 
looked over the variants in their pre-
vious forecasts. They said: If we apply 
the difference between what we pro-
jected and what actually occurred and 
we applied it to this forecast, this is 
what we see. 

In the fifth year of this 10-year fore-
cast, they are telling us there could be 
anywhere from a $50 billion deficit to 
more than a $1 trillion surplus. That is 
in the fifth year alone. They say this 
notion that there is a $5.6 trillion pot 
of money at the end of 10 years has 
only a 10-percent chance of coming 
true, a 45-percent chance there will be 
less money, and a 45-percent chance 
there will be more money. That fore-
cast was made weeks ago. 

Look at what has happened in the in-
terval. The economy has continued to 
weaken. We have more announcements 
of job layoffs and further erosion in the 
financial markets. 

What would a prudent person bet? 
Would a prudent person bet we are 
going to have more money or would a 
prudent person bet maybe we are going 
to have less money in that forecast, 
that 10-year projection? 

A prudent person would say it is un-
likely that all of this is going to come 
true and that we ought to fashion a fis-
cal policy that takes account of that 
uncertainty. 

That is precisely what a number of 
very distinguished Americans said this 

morning in the Washington Post. In an 
article entitled ‘‘On Taxes, One Step at 
a Time,’’ former Senator Warren Rud-
man, Republican Senator from New 
Hampshire, one of our most distin-
guished colleagues, former Senator 
Sam Nunn, Democrat of Georgia, 
again, one of our most distinguished 
former colleagues, who are now co-
chairmen of the Concord Coalition, and 
three fellow officials of that organiza-
tion, including former Secretary of the 
Treasury Robert Rubin, former Federal 
Reserve Chairman Paul Volcker, and 
former Secretary of Commerce in the 
Nixon administration, Pete Peterson, 
said: 

. . .great care must be taken to ensure 
that any tax cut medicine treats the short- 
term economic symptoms without adversely 
affecting the long-term prognosis. We believe 
an immediate fiscal stimulus can be provided 
independently of the proposed 10-year tax 
cut. 

That is exactly what we have pro-
posed on this side. Let’s take imme-
diate action on fiscal stimulus and 
then independently address the 10-year 
plan. When we address it, they advise 
us: 

Any additional tax cuts should be limited 
to account for the enormous uncertainty of 
long-term budget projections and the huge 
unfunded obligations of Social Security and 
Medicare. 

They are exactly right. We ought to 
be very cautious when we talk about 
not only the 10-year numbers but when 
we talk about what is going to happen 
right when we get past this 10-year pe-
riod. 

This chart shows Social Security and 
Medicare trust funds face cash deficits 
as the baby boomers retire. What this 
shows is that we are in surplus going 
out until the year 2016. Then Social Se-
curity and Medicare start running cash 
deficits in that year. In other words, 
these surpluses we enjoy now are going 
to turn to deficits. They aren’t just 
going to be piddly deficits. They are 
not going to be little itty-bitty defi-
cits. They are going to be huge deficits. 
Because when the baby boomers start 
to retire, the number of people eligible 
for Medicare and Social Security dou-
ble very quickly. Then we can see what 
happens. We see this surplus picture 
change dramatically. We start running 
massive deficits. That is why we have 
said on our side, having a tax cut as 
large as the President proposes, that 
uses up all of the non-trust-fund money 
in this period, digs the hole deeper be-
fore we start filling it in. 

I will show what I mean by that. This 
is our analysis of the Bush budget pro-
posal. We have the $5.6 trillion of fore-
casted surplus. But $2.6 trillion of that, 
according to the President’s calcula-
tions, are Social Security trust fund 
money; $500 billion is Medicare trust 
fund money. That leaves an available 
surplus of $2.5 trillion. That doesn’t 
count a third set of trust funds we 
have. That is another $500 billion. 
Those are the trust funds of civil serv-
ice retirement, military retirement, 
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airport trust funds, highway trust 
fund. 

I yield myself an additional 10 min-
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CONRAD. If the Chair would in-
form me when I have used 8 minutes, I 
would appreciate that. I appreciate the 
courtesy of the Presiding Officer. 

As I have indicated, if we just take 
out the Social Security trust fund and 
the Medicare trust fund, we are down 
to $2.5 trillion. That doesn’t count the 
other trust funds. That doesn’t count 
the airport trust fund, the highway 
trust fund, the military retirement 
trust fund, or the civil service retire-
ment trust fund. That is another $500 
billion. If we counted that, we would be 
down $2 trillion. 

Then let’s look at the President’s tax 
plan. He has a tax cut advertised at $1.6 
trillion—not billion, not million, tril-
lion, $1.6 trillion—a huge amount of 
money. We know from the reestimates 
that have been done on just part of his 
plan that it costs more than $1.6 tril-
lion. 

We know from the reestimates that 
have been done on just part of the plan 
with the House of Representatives, it is 
at least $1.7 trillion. Then, of course, 
you have other costs—things that will 
be necessary to fix because of the 
President’s plan. The alternative min-
imum tax is perhaps the most signifi-
cant. 

The alternative minimum tax now af-
fects about 2 million American tax-
payers. But we have been advised by 
the Joint Committee on Taxation that 
if the Bush plan passes, more than 30 
million taxpayers will be caught up in 
the alternative minimum tax. That is 
almost one in every four taxpayers in 
America. Boy, are they in for a big sur-
prise. They thought they were getting 
a tax cut. Instead, they are going to 
find they are caught up in the alter-
native minimum tax. That was some-
thing designed years ago to prevent 
wealthy people from paying no taxes. 
We are going to find a quarter of the 
American people caught up in it be-
cause of the changes the Bush tax cut 
plan makes that are going to push 
more and more Americans into the al-
ternative minimum tax. 

These aren’t wealthy people. Some 
will be, but many will be middle-class 
people. Tens of millions of people will 
be pushed into the alternative min-
imum tax. That was never the inten-
tion of anyone, but that is what is 
going to happen under the Bush plan. 
And it costs $300 billion to fix, accord-
ing to the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation. 

So you have the Bush tax cut at $1.7 
trillion. You have $300 billion to fix the 
alternative minimum tax, which is 
made more necessary by the Bush plan. 
You have the interest costs associated 
with the first two of $500 billion. You 
spend money and provide tax cuts. 
That includes the interest costs to the 
Federal Government because the 

money is not being used to pay down 
debt. So the interest cost is higher 
than it would be otherwise. That is an-
other $500 billion. Then we have the 
Bush spending proposals over the base-
line that forms the foundation for this 
10-year forecast. That is another $200 
billion, for a total of $2.7 trillion. 

Remember, if we safeguard the Social 
Security trust fund and the Medicare 
trust fund, we only have $2.5 trillion 
available. We will have $2.5 trillion 
available if we subtract out the Social 
Security and Medicare trust funds. Of 
course, as I indicated, if we take out 
the other trust funds of the Federal 
Government, that is another $500 bil-
lion. So one can readily see that the 
cost of the Bush budget plan far ex-
ceeds the available resources outside of 
the trust funds. 

What does that mean? That means 
very simply that we are going to be in-
vading the trust funds of Medicare and 
Social Security under the Bush plan, 
and they won’t say it, but the numbers 
don’t lie: There is no other way to add 
this up and make it work. 

We already see what is happening out 
here on the floor of the Senate day 
after day, as they present amendments 
to try to fix what is wrong in the Bush 
budget plan. 

Yesterday, Senator GRASSLEY of Iowa 
offered an amendment to add $150 bil-
lion for prescription drugs because the 
President’s plan is insufficient. It 
doesn’t have enough money to provide 
a prescription drug benefit to the 
American people. So they offered an 
amendment to put back $150 billion. 
Today, Senator GRASSLEY offered an-
other amendment to more fully fund 
agriculture, and they add back another 
$100 billion. 

If you go out and look, year by year, 
at their budget and you look at the re-
sults of these amendments they have 
passed and you look at the money that 
is available, what you find is, sure 
enough, they are raiding Medicare al-
ready. 

In the year 2005, they are going to 
take $15 billion from the Medicare 
trust fund. In the year 2006, they are 
going to take $13 billion. In the year 
2007, they are going to take $10 billion. 
In the year 2008, they are going to take 
$4 billion more, for a total of $42 billion 
from the Medicare trust fund. 

Some may be watching and won-
dering: well, what difference does that 
make? The difference it makes is that 
it means Medicare goes broke faster. 
That means Medicare is out of money 
more quickly. And already Medicare is 
the most endangered of the Federal 
programs. We all know Social Security 
is in trouble. Medicare is in even more 
trouble. If you start tapping it to fund 
other things, guess what. It is in trou-
ble even more quickly. 

Mr. President, those are just some of 
the things I think need to be known be-
fore people vote on this budget. It is 
critically important that we make wise 
choices, that we make choices that add 
up, that we make choices that reflect 

the values of the American people. I 
hope very much before this debate con-
cludes that we will somehow manage to 
find a way to change this plan so that 
it does add up; so that it doesn’t raid 
the trust funds; so that we can provide 
significant tax relief to the American 
people but do it in the context of pay-
ing down the publicly held debt as 
quickly as possible and also funding 
the priorities of the American people, 
including improving education and pro-
viding a prescription drug benefit. 

(Ms. CANTWELL assumed the chair.) 
Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, we 

have a circumstance in which we fund 
those priorities of improving edu-
cation, providing a meaningful pre-
scription drug benefit, strengthening 
our national defense, and also set aside 
some money to deal with this longer 
term problem. 

Our friends on the other side of the 
aisle haven’t provided a nickel to deal 
with this long-term debt crisis that is 
coming our way. They haven’t provided 
a dime for that purpose. We have set 
aside $750 billion to deal with this long- 
term budget circumstance, this long- 
term budget challenge of the baby 
boomers starting to retire and, when 
they do, us not having sufficient re-
sources to keep the promise that has 
been made. 

Madam President, I will end on this 
note as I notice other colleagues have 
arrived. The fundamental difference be-
tween the Democrat budget plan and 
the Republican budget plan can be 
summed up on this chart of short- and 
long-term debt reduction. Of the pro-
jected $5.6 trillion that is available if 
this budget forecast comes through, we 
reserve $3.65 trillion for short- and 
long-term debt reduction. President 
Bush’s plan reserves $2 trillion. So 
while he has a bigger tax cut—about 
twice as big as what we propose—we 
have about twice as much money for 
short-term and long-term debt reduc-
tion. That is the fundamental dif-
ference between these two plans. 

It is up to people to decide what they 
think is the wiser course. We believe, 
given the uncertainty of these finan-
cial projections, given the magnitude 
of our current debt and the debt that is 
coming our way when the baby 
boomers start to retire, it is much 
wiser to put more of this money aside 
for short- and long-term debt reduction 
than to put it aside for a big tax cut. 

Those are the differences. Our tax cut 
would still permit rate reductions. Our 
tax cut would permit reforming the es-
tate tax, and addressing the marriage 
penalty, and an immediate fiscal stim-
ulus of $60 billion. But beyond that, we 
think the money is better put to pay-
ing down the short-term and long-term 
debt. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa seeks recognition. 
Mr. CONRAD. Is Senator HARKIN 

seeking time? 
Mr. HARKIN. I inquire; I had to leave 

the floor momentarily when we were 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:09 Dec 20, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00020 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA425\1997-2008-FILES-4-SS-PROJECT\2001-SENATE-REC-FILES\RECFILES-NEW\Sm
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3381 April 4, 2001 
on the education provision. I am ready 
to send my amendment to the desk. 

Mr. CONRAD. The Senator from Ne-
vada wants 15 minutes off the resolu-
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada is recognized. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, in the 
State of Nevada we have a unique situ-
ation. We have rural communities. Las 
Vegas, Clark County, has one of the 
most unusual situations ever to have 
occurred in the history of our country. 
Clark County School District must 
build one school each month to keep up 
with the growth. We hold the record. 
One year, we dedicated 18 new schools. 
It is a tremendous burden on the people 
of the State of Nevada to keep up with 
this tremendous growth. We need help. 

I have had lots of meetings with con-
stituents. That is one of our respon-
sibilities. It is something I enjoy, 
whether it is here in Washington with 
people coming from the State or when 
I go home, as we are going to do for 2 
weeks beginning next week. We will 
talk about things they believe are im-
portant. 

Every time someone talks to me 
about an issue, I think: What are we 
doing? For example, a man by the 
name of Larry Carter came to visit me 
one day this week. Larry Carter is a 
State employee. His responsibility is 
making sure that grants and other 
moneys that come from the Federal 
Government for programs dealing with 
children are distributed fairly. 

In effect, he was telling me they do 
not need less money; they need more 
money, and that the money we put into 
programs for children is working. Vio-
lent crime among children, for exam-
ple, has dropped the last 3 years since 
Congress got serious about this issue 
and recognized that violent crime 
among adults was going down because 
we had 100,000 new police officers, on 
the streets and it has helped a great 
deal. Violent crime for juveniles was 
accelerating. So we decided to do some-
thing about it, and it has made a tre-
mendous difference. These preventive 
programs are like preventive medicine: 
An ounce of prevention is worth a 
pound of cure. If we support juvenile 
justice programs up front when they 
are the most effective, we save tax-
payers’ dollars from going to after-the- 
fact programs. There is some debate 
about how much it would cost to keep 
a young person in a reformatory or in-
stitution, but it is about $40,000 a year. 
A lot of prevention programs are a lot 
cheaper than that. We spend so much 
money building jails to house youth of-
fenders who, sadly, become adult of-
fenders when they are caught up in the 
cycle of violence. 

The programs Larry Carter talked 
with me about are good programs. 
They are not giveaways. A grant of 
$11,000 makes a tremendous difference, 
according to Larry Carter, in parts of 
rural Nevada. 

I am very concerned about the budg-
et that has been put forth by the ma-

jority. It is not fair. I agree with the 
ranking member of the Budget Com-
mittee, Senator CONRAD. He has done 
such a remarkably good job of describ-
ing the real problems facing this coun-
try and that the Democrats want tax 
cuts. 

I had the good fortune a few weeks 
ago to respond to President Bush’s Sat-
urday radio address. I said in the first 
sentence of my response: Democrats 
believe in tax cuts, and we want them 
now. 

Everyone within the sound of my 
voice should understand, we are not 
saying there should not be tax cuts. We 
believe there should be tax cuts, but we 
believe there should be tax cuts that 
we can afford and that go to the people 
who need them the most. 

The one-third, one-third, one-third 
program we have suggested is a good 
program. We would take the surplus 
and spend a third of it on tax cuts, a 
third of it reducing this huge debt we 
have, and a third we should save for 
programs such as helping the people of 
the State of Nevada build schools. 
Nothing is more important to Nevada’s 
future and the future of any State in 
the Union than educating our young 
people. 

Around most of America, schools are 
overcrowded and underfunded. We have 
some schools that do not have the 
same problems as Nevada. The average 
school in America is 40 years old. These 
areas have crumbling schools. In Ne-
vada we do not have enough schools; 
we need new schools. 

Nevada has the fifth largest student/ 
teacher ratio in the Nation. Our 
schools in Nevada are now facing near-
ly $300 million in deferred maintenance 
costs. Seventy percent of the state’s 
population live in Las Vegas in the 
Clark County School District. Another 
15 percent live in the metropolitan 
Reno area. The rest of the State needs 
help. They have no tax base. They lit-
erally are without the ability to even 
repair their schools. We need to help 
these crumbling schools in Nevada and 
other places. 

In Nevada, we have about 450 schools. 
As I have indicated, in southern Ne-
vada schools are being built at the rate 
of at least one new school a month. 
The sixth largest school district in the 
nation is in Clark County. In that 
school district, there are over 230,000 
children. Eighty-three percent of 
schools in Nevada report a need to up-
grade or repair a building to good over-
all condition. 

The last year it was reported, 1999, 
Nevada paid over $100 million in inter-
est on school bonds, school debt. That 
is what this school construction legis-
lation addresses. It will not give away 
money to school districts. It alleviates 
the burden placed on the schools be-
cause of the interest costs on this debt, 
this bonded indebtedness that school 
districts all over America are using to 
construct schools. 

It is estimated that Nevada faces an-
other $6 billion for school moderniza-

tion and construction. This is a tre-
mendous burden. This includes about 
$400 million for technology needs. 

I talked about the new schools we 
need to build. And we do need to build 
new schools in Nevada. The biggest 
Fourth of July celebration in Nevada is 
in Boulder City. They have a big pa-
rade and all kinds of celebrations that 
go with the Fourth of July. I was asked 
by people at the parade to visit Boulder 
City High School: We want to show you 
what is wrong with this school. 

I said to myself: What is wrong with 
the school? When I was in high school, 
Boulder City was one of the best 
schools, if not the top school. They had 
more merit scholars and great athletic 
teams. It was a beautiful place in 
southern Nevada. They had a lot of 
grass. We do not have a lot of green 
things in southern Nevada. 

I said: I will go to this school that I 
thought was always so nice. It has not 
received the largess of the Clark Coun-
ty School District. It was run down. 
They had no hot water in the showers 
for the athletes. Parts of the track 
were gone. Students could not run in 
some of the outside lanes. 

They could not put computers in that 
school because it was not wired. It was 
a mess. This wonderful school that I re-
member was a mess. 

Since I went there, the school dis-
trict has put a little more money in it 
to modernize that school. 

That is an example of what is hap-
pening all over America. We need new 
schools built, and we need to modernize 
our schools. That is what the amend-
ment of the Senator from Iowa is 
about. 

Madam President, I have had a lot of 
dealings with my friend from Iowa 
since I have been in Washington. He is 
someone for whom I have great respect. 
He has for many years been on the Ap-
propriations Committee. I have served 
with him on the Appropriations Com-
mittee. He and Senator SPECTER are 
the leading Democrat and Republican 
on the very important committee that 
deals with Health and Human Services 
and Education. There is no one in the 
Senate who has a bigger part than the 
Senator from Iowa. 

I attended a hearing yesterday deal-
ing with Alzheimer’s disease. This is a 
terrible, devastating disease. This Con-
gress is putting huge amounts of 
money into it as a result of the leader-
ship of the Senator from Iowa and the 
Senator from Pennsylvania, Mr. SPEC-
TER. 

Also, in addition to the work he has 
done in our search to find the cure for 
devastating diseases in America, he has 
also been a leader on education. He not 
only fought to work on improving edu-
cation for what some refer to as the 
regular kids; he has spent months and 
months of his legislative career dealing 
with disadvantaged children. I greatly 
admire and respect him. Senator HAR-
KIN has done many things in this Cap-
itol to make sure that hearing-im-
paired people can witness and view the 
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proceedings in the Capitol. He has done 
a lot for American children, disadvan-
taged and otherwise. 

This amendment he will offer is in 
keeping with the Harkin tradition, put-
ting money where it is needed. I can’t 
say enough about my support of this 
legislation. 

I have talked about some of the 
things that will be helpful to the State 
of Nevada. There is no question this 
will be helpful to the State of Nevada, 
but it will help everyone in America 
because if we help educate our young 
people, we benefit also. 

A tax cut of the magnitude some are 
talking about will eliminate any in-
crease in funding for the education of 
our children. I am gravely concerned 
we will not have the resources that will 
be needed to properly fund our obliga-
tion to education and in effect give 
back to the American family what they 
deserve. 

We talk about this money, this sur-
plus. Let’s remind everyone from where 
it came. No one more than the Pre-
siding Officer appreciates that in 1993 
we had a budget deficit reduction act. 
On that occasion in the House, without 
a single Republican vote, it was passed; 
in the Senate, without a single Repub-
lican vote, it was passed. As a result of 
that very dramatic vote, we stopped 
spending in the deficits and started 
having surpluses. We first cut down the 
deficits and then we got into a surplus 
situation. We cut down the size of the 
Federal Government. We had 300,000 
fewer Federal employees than in the 
past. We had record-breaking employ-
ment, with unemployment being low. 
Inflation was low. It was remarkable 
what happened to the economy as a re-
sult of that vote. 

We now have that money, that sur-
plus. That surplus, we are told by the 
other side, is the people’s money; give 
it back. That is absolutely true; it is 
the people’s money. But it is also the 
people’s debt. We have to do something 
about the debt. That is why when we 
talk about what Democrats should do, 
there is a third in tax cuts, a third to 
continue to pay down that debt, and of 
course, a third left over to do some 
things in education that this amend-
ment offered by my friend from Iowa 
will do. 

I agree with Senator HARKIN; we 
should not leave a single child behind. 
Part of not leaving a child behind is en-
suring that our teachers are trained, 
our children have access to Head Start, 
and our children are in safe, well- 
equipped classrooms. We must invest in 
higher education for our children 
through Pell grant programs, loan for-
giveness programs for teachers, the 
TRIO program, and the Federal Per-
kins loan programs. 

Senator HARKIN’s amendment invests 
an additional $250 billion over 10 years 
to improve education. With that in-
vestment, we can greatly expand child 
development programs, make Head 
Start available to all eligible 3- and 4- 
year-olds, reduce class size to no more 

than 18 students, triple Federal funding 
for school repairs and construction, 
fully fund the Federal share of the In-
dividuals with Disabilities Education 
Act, and double spending for after- 
school programs. 

It is not fair what has happened to 
school districts in Nevada and around 
the country. It is estimated that it 
costs an extra 40 cents for every stu-
dent that is disadvantaged, disabled— 
physically, emotionally handicapped. 
What are we paying? Less than a dime 
of that. The Federal Government 
should pay the extra 40 cents for every 
student. If we did that, think of the 
extra money it would give school dis-
tricts to do some of the things I have 
spoken of today. 

This amendment of Senator HARKIN 
is good for the heart; it is good for the 
head. It is the right thing to do. 

After-school programs, we know they 
work. School districts spend millions 
of dollars to build schools. These are 
programs say: Why not use it after 
school for some programs for kids who 
may be latch-key children who go 
home with no parent home. We would 
have programs there so they would do 
better in school and in effect keep 
them occupied. After-school programs 
are great. They work well. 

I support a tax cut. However, we have 
to have a fiscally responsible tax cut 
that allows us to fund education and 
continue to pay down the debt. I know 
the people of Nevada want a strong 
educational system. We should not 
leave any child behind—not a child 
from Iowa, not a child from Nevada, or 
anywhere else across this Nation. We 
must not shortchange our children. 

I urge everyone to support the Har-
kin amendment when it is offered. It is 
what this country needs. It would im-
prove everyone’s life to better educate 
our children. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 185 TO AMENDMENT NO. 170 
Mr. HARKIN. I send an amendment 

to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], for 

himself, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. KENNEDY, Mrs. 
MURRAY, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. 
DAYTON, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. CORZINE, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, Mr. REED, Mr. REID, Mr. SAR-
BANES, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. KERRY, Mr. 
DASCHLE, and Mr. SCHUMER, proposes an 
amendment numbered 185. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent reading of the 
amendment be dispensed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To make certain that no child is 

left behind and to maintain fiscal dis-
cipline by making a major investment in 
education, including a new mandatory in-
vestment in the Individual with Disabil-
ities Education Act, and a commensurate 
reduction in the share of tax relief given to 
the wealthiest on percent of Americans) 
On page 2, line 18, increase the amount by 

$15,600,000,000. 

On page 3, line 1, increase the amount by 
$24,700,000,000. 

On page 3, line 2, increase the amount by 
$34,100,000,000. 

On page 3, line 3, increase the amount by 
$43,200,000,000. 

On page 3, line 4, increase the amount by 
$51,100,000,000. 

On page 3, line 5, increase the amount by 
$59,100,000,000. 

On page 3, line 6, increase the amount by 
$66,500,000,000. 

On page 3, line 7, increase the amount by 
$73,000,000,000. 

On page 3, line 8, increase the amount by 
$80,200,000,000. 

On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by 
$15,600,000,000. 

On page 3, line 15, decrease the amount by 
$24,700,000,000. 

On page 3, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$34,100,000,000. 

On page 3, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$43,200,000,000. 

On page 3, line 18, decrease the amount by 
$51,100,000,000. 

On page 3, line 19, decrease the amount by 
$59,100,000,000. 

On page 3, line 20, decrease the amount by 
$66,500,000,000. 

On page 3, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$73,000,000,000. 

On page 3, line 22, decrease the amount by 
$80,200,000,000. 

On page 4, line 3, increase the amount by 
$12,200,000,000. 

On page 4, line 4, increase the amount by 
$16,300,000,000. 

On page 4, line 5, increase the amount by 
$20,300,000,000. 

On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by 
$23,800,000,000. 

On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by 
$27,300,000,000. 

On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by 
$30,900,000,000. 

On page 4, line 9, increase the amount by 
$34,000,000,000. 

On page 4, line 10, increase the amount by 
$37,200,000,000. 

On page 4, line 11, increase the amount by 
$40,000,000,000. 

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by 
$7,800,000,000. 

On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by 
$12,300,000,000. 

On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by 
$17,000,000,000. 

On page 4, line 20, increase the amount by 
$21,600,000,000. 

On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by 
$25,500,000,000. 

On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by 
$29,500,000,000. 

On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by 
$33,300,000,000. 

On page 5, line 1, increase the amount by 
$36,500,000,000. 

On page 5, line 2, increase the amount by 
$40,100,000,000. 

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by 
$7,800,000,000. 

On page 5, line 9, increase the amount by 
$12,300,000,000. 

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by 
$17,000,000,000. 

On page 5, line 11, increase the amount by 
$21,600,000,000. 

On page 5, line 12, increase the amount by 
$25,500,000,000. 

On page 5, line 13, increase the amount by 
$29,500,000,000. 

On page 5, line 14, increase the amount by 
$33,300,000,000. 

On page 5, line 15, increase the amount by 
$36,500,000,000. 

On page 5, line 16, increase the amount by 
$40,100,000,000. 
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On page 5, line 21, decrease the amount by 

$7,800,000,000. 
On page 5, line 22, decrease the amount by 

$20,100,000,000. 
On page 5, line 23, decrease the amount by 

$37,200,000,000. 
On page 5, line 24, decrease the amount by 

$58,800,000,000. 
On page 5, line 25, decrease the amount by 

$84,300,000,000. 
On page 6, line 1, decrease the amount by 

$113,800,000,000. 
On page 6, line 2, decrease the amount by 

$147,100,000,000. 
On page 6, line 3, decrease the amount by 

$183,600,000,000. 
On page 6, line 4, decrease the amount by 

$223,700,000,000. 
On page 6, line 9, decrease the amount by 

$7,800,000,000. 
On page 6, line 10, decrease the amount by 

$20,100,000,000. 
On page 6, line 11, decrease the amount by 

$37,200,000,000. 
On page 6, line 12, decrease the amount by 

$58,800,000,000. 
On page 6, line 13, decrease the amount by 

$84,300,000,000. 
On page 6, line 14, decrease the amount by 

$113,800,000,000. 
On page 6, line 15, decrease the amount by 

$147,100,000,000. 
On page 6, line 16, decrease the amount by 

$183,600,000,000. 
On page 6, line 17, decrease the amount by 

$223,700,000,000. 
On page 27, line 3, increase the amount by 

$8,300,000,000. 
On page 27, line 4, increase the amount by 

$1,000,000,000. 
On page 27, line 7, increase the amount by 

$12,200,000,000. 
On page 27, line 8, increase the amount by 

$7,800,000,000. 
On page 27, line 11, increase the amount by 

$16,300,000,000. 
On page 27, line 12, increase the amount by 

$12,300,000,000. 
On page 27, line 15, increase the amount by 

$20,300,000,000. 
On page 27, line 16, increase the amount by 

$17,000,000,000. 
On page 27, line 19, increase the amount by 

$23,800,000,000. 
On page 27, line 20, increase the amount by 

$21,600,000,000. 
On page 27, line 23, increase the amount by 

$27,300,000,000. 
On page 27, line 24, increase the amount by 

$25,500,000,000. 
On page 28, line 2, increase the amount by 

$30,900,000,000. 
On page 28, line 3, increase the amount by 

$29,500,000,000. 
On page 28, line 6, increase the amount by 

$34,000,000,000. 
On page 28, line 7, increase the amount by 

$33,300,000,000. 
On page 28, line 10, increase the amount by 

$37,200,000,000. 
On page 28, line 11, increase the amount by 

$36,500,000,000. 
On page 28, line 14, increase the amount by 

$40,000,000,000. 
On page 28, line 15, increase the amount by 

$40,100,000,000. 
On page 43, line 15, decrease the amount by 

$8,300,000,000. 
On page 43, line 16, decrease the amount by 

$1,000,000,000. 
On page 48, line 8, increase the amount by 

$8,300,000,000. 
On page 48, line 9, increase the amount by 

$1,000,000,000. 

Mr. REID. How much time does the 
Senator desire? 

Mr. HARKIN. I will need 15 minutes. 

Mr. REID. Off the resolution, I yield 
15 minutes to the Senator from Iowa. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa is recognized. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank my friend from 
Nevada. 

Having been to his State and having 
visited a couple of cities in Nevada and 
seeing how the increase in population 
is there, I know Senator REID under-
stands full well the necessity to invest 
in education. It is a terrible burden 
they have in the State of Nevada now 
in terms of building facilities and get-
ting teachers in classrooms they need 
to meet the requirements of their rap-
idly growing population in that State. 

I appreciate the kind remarks of Sen-
ator REID about me, but I want to re-
turn it in kind by saying teachers and 
students, not just in Nevada but all 
over the country, have no greater 
friend than Senator REID. I do appre-
ciate his strong support of this amend-
ment. 

I also want to mention the cospon-
sors of this amendment: Senators 
WELLSTONE, KENNEDY, MURRAY, BINGA-
MAN, CLINTON, DAYTON, ROCKEFELLER, 
CORZINE, MIKULSKI, REED of Rhode Is-
land, REID of Nevada, SARBANES, 
KERRY, LANDRIEU, DASCHLE, and SCHU-
MER. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a list of the 
groups supporting this amendment. It 
is a lengthy list. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
GROUPS SUPPORTING LEAVE NO CHILD BEHIND 

American Association of Community Col-
leges. 

American Association of School Adminis-
trators. 

American Association of State Colleges 
and Universities. 

American Council on Education. 
American Federation of Teachers. 
American Library Association. 
Association of Jesuit Colleges and Univer-

sities. 
Board of Education of the City of New 

York. 
Children’s Defense Fund. 
The Children’s Foundation. 
Coalition for Higher Education Assistance 

Organizations. 
Committee for Education Funding. 
Council for Exceptional Children. 
Council for Opportunity in Education. 
Council of Chief State School Officers. 
Council of the Great City Schools. 
Fight Crime Invest in Kids. 
Higher Education Consortium for Special 

Education. 
International Reading Association. 
National Association of Counties. 
National Association of Independent Col-

leges and Universities. 
National Association of Secondary School 

Principals. 
National Association of State Directors of 

Special Education, Inc. 
National Association for Bilingual Edu-

cation. 
National Association for the Education of 

Young Children. 
National Alliance of Black School Edu-

cators. 
National Association of Student Financial 

Aid Administrators. 

National Council of Jewish Women. 
National Education Association. 
National Education Knowledge Industry 

Association. 
National Job Corps Association. 
National PTA. 
National School Board Association. 
New York State Department of Education. 
School Social Work Association of Amer-

ica. 
Tulare Youth Service Bureau, Inc. 
U.S. Conference of Mayors. 
U.S. Public Interest Research Group. 
Urban Corps San Diego. 
University of California. 
Workforce Alliance. 

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, our 
amendment ‘‘Leave No Child Behind,’’ 
the third one says that all students, in-
cluding special needs students, will 
master challenging subject matter and 
Federal education programs will be 
held accountable and focus on practices 
proven to work. The title I program 
provides children who have fallen be-
hind in reading and math with the 
extra help they need to catch up. How-
ever, only one-third of the students 
who need this extra help are aided. 

In addition, the Federal commitment 
to help educate students with disabil-
ities has lagged behind our goal to pro-
vide what we in Congress said 26 years 
ago, that we would endeavor to provide 
to the States and local communities at 
least 40 percent of the average per- 
pupil expenditure to support the Indi-
viduals with Disabilities Education 
Act. 

In our amendment, we have increased 
investments in title I and in IDEA to 
help schools meet the tough new ac-
countability standards. I might add, it 
will also provide much needed relief to 
local property taxpayers who are strug-
gling to finance their schools. 

This amendment we have sent to the 
desk will fully fund the Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act to that 
level we stated 26 years ago that we 
wanted to do; that is, provide at least 
a minimum of 40 percent of the average 
per-pupil expenditures. 

A fourth part of our amendment ad-
dresses that all students will attend 
classes in a school building that is safe, 
in good repair, and equipped with the 
latest technology. Fourteen million 
children attend classes in buildings 
that are unsafe or inadequate. 

Last month, the American Society of 
Civil Engineers issued a report card on 
the Nation’s infrastructure, on every-
thing from roads and bridges to waste-
water treatment, dams, everything—all 
of the physical infrastructure of Amer-
ica. The one item that got the lowest 
grade was our public schools, a D- 
minus. It is a national disgrace that 
the nicest places our kids see are shop-
ping malls, sports arenas, and movie 
theaters, and the most run down places 
they see are the public schools. What 
signal are we sending to them about 
the value we place on their education 
and their future? 

This amendment triples funding for 
the school repair and renovation pro-
gram that we began in last year’s ap-
propriations bill. 
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Fifth, all students will be able to at-

tend college and get the skills they 
need to succeed in the global economy 
without incurring a mountain of debt. 
Over the past two decades, the pur-
chasing power of the Pell grants has 
fallen by 25 percent. Loans right now 
are the principal source of aid for col-
leges. In this amendment we increase 
the maximum Pell grant by $600 next 
year. I think, again, if you talk to any 
of your constituents, your families out 
there who have kids in college, there is 
a new phenomenon happening in Amer-
ica. Kids are going to college. They 
want to have a better life. They want 
to succeed. They are piling up moun-
tains of debt by borrowing money to go 
to school. This is unlike anything we 
have ever seen in the past. This ad-
dresses that by increasing that max-
imum Pell grant. 

We also increase investments in the 
TRIO Program to make sure some of 
our most vulnerable students can suc-
ceed in college. We also expand loan 
forgiveness for teachers and increase 
our investment in Federal job training 
programs so every adult will have the 
skills necessary to compete in a global 
economy. 

Again, we know there are a lot of our 
young people who will not go to col-
lege, will not finish college. There are 
a lot of people in our workforce today 
who have not gone to college. They 
need skills upgrading, job retraining, 
because they are shifting in their jobs. 
We cannot forget about them either. So 
our amendment puts the necessary in-
vestments in job training programs. 

Last, our amendment also maintains 
our commitment to fiscal discipline by 
devoting a commensurate amount to 
reducing the public debt. 

Reaching all these goals will require 
real investments amounting to $250 bil-
lion over the next 10 years. But dedi-
cating these funds is simply a matter 
of priorities. Again I repeat, $250 bil-
lion is about one-third as much as the 
tax cut that President Bush wants to 
give to the most wealthy 1 percent of 
Americans. 

I will use this chart to show the 
President’s tax cut for the wealthiest 1 
percent is about $697 billion. The Presi-
dent’s education plan is $21.3 billion. 
The amendment before us provides $250 
billion over 10 years, or slightly more 
than one-third—one-third of what the 
President wants to give in tax cuts, 
just to the wealthiest 1 percent of 
Americans. 

Then, when we consider we are look-
ing at the baby boom generation com-
ing on retirement and the problems we 
are going to have in Medicare, looking 
at our economic future, the best in-
vestment we can make this decade is to 
invest in education and make it our 
top priority. 

We are not alone in this. The Amer-
ican people understand this full well. 
In poll after poll after poll, the Amer-
ican public supports education over-
whelmingly. It is not even a close call. 
These are some of the recent surveys. 

In fact, one was done by a polling firm 
that tends to poll more for Republicans 
that joined with a polling firm that 
tends to poll more with Democrats. 
This is what they came up with. 

The question was about promoting 
teaching as a career and raising teach-
er pay to keep good teachers—91 per-
cent favored that. 

Make college more affordable by ex-
panding loan and grant programs and 
increasing student aid—91 percent ap-
prove of that. 

Reducing class sizes, using higher 
pay to attract good teachers, expand-
ing before- and after-school programs— 
87 percent approved. 

Providing funding to repair schools 
in poor condition and building new 
schools and wiring classrooms for com-
puters—87 percent approve. 

Providing full funding for Head 
Start, expanding day-care programs in 
local schools, providing tax credits to 
help families pay for kindergarten and 
preschool—85 percent approve. 

Requiring the Federal Government to 
live up to its obligation of 40-percent 
funding for special education—85 per-
cent approve. 

The way I see it, this is not even a 
close call. I hate to say this since we 
are talking about education. This 
ought to be a no-brainer. The American 
people are on this side. They are telling 
us in clear, unequivocal terms: Make 
education your top priority. Invest in 
these programs. 

I have not seen the polls, but I chal-
lenge anyone to tell me that they can 
get these kind of approval ratings for a 
$697 billion tax break to the wealthiest 
1 percent of Americans. Yet that is 
what the budget has before us. We are 
elected to represent the people of 
America. We are all Senators. Yes, I 
represent Iowa, but I represent the peo-
ple in Minnesota and everywhere else, 
too. We are U.S. Senators. We rep-
resent the country as a whole. What 
the people of America are telling us is 
to invest in education. 

Madam President, this amendment 
provides the necessary funds. So over 
the next 10 years we can fully fund 
Head Start for all eligible 3 and 4 year 
olds, double the title I funding for dis-
advantaged children, and we can fully 
fund the Individuals With Disabilities 
Education Act. We can quadruple pro-
fessional development, teacher train-
ing, and skills upgrades. We can reach 
our goal of hiring 100,000 extra teachers 
to reduce class sizes all over America 
so that no class has more than 18 stu-
dents in all grades 1 through 12. 

We can triple the funding for mod-
ernization of school repair, and we can 
raise the maximum Pell grant by $600 
next year. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HARKIN. Yes, I am delighted to 
yield. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Did the Senator 
describe the title I program? Did he 
talk about what title I was? I know he 
talked about IDEA. 

Mr. HARKIN. I talked about helping 
disadvantaged students with reading 
and math skills in the title I program. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. The Senator 
pointed out that right now that pro-
gram is funded about 30 percent. That 
is about it. Is that correct? He talked 
about Head Start, but he is also talk-
ing about kids who are economically 
disadvantaged getting that additional 
help for reading or afterschool through 
the title I program. We find that it is 
funded at about a 30-percent level, but 
now we are going to double it with this 
proposal. Is that right? 

Mr. HARKIN. This will get it to over 
60 percent of fully funding the title I 
program. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. In many of our 
schools in the State of Minnesota—St. 
Paul, for example—where 65 percent or 
less of the kids in the free and reduced 
priced lunch program, do not get a cent 
from Title I. The state runs out of 
money. 

Again, whether it is about poor chil-
dren or kids with special needs, or re-
ducing class size, this is the vote in 
terms of our values. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator 
from Minnesota for his strong support 
of education. No one works quite as 
hard as Senator WELLSTONE for kids in 
this country, and especially for dis-
advantaged kids. He is right. We have 
to make sure that we invest both in 
title I and also in the Individuals With 
Disabilities Education Act. 

Again, on the top end of the Pell 
grant, this is what enables those who 
are going to college. 

The way I see it, this is the vote on 
the budget and whether or not we are 
going to have the priority that the 
American people want us to have or 
whether we are going to go down the 
pathway of providing almost uncon-
scionable tax benefits and relief for the 
wealthiest 1 percent of Americans. 

Weigh it. This is the vote. We are not 
even talking about all of the tax cuts 
that go to wealthiest 1 percent. We are 
just taking about one-third of the 
taxes the wealthiest 1 percent will fund 
for this education program. This is the 
vote. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I 

was going to ask the distinguished 
ranking member if he has somebody 
now to continue, and then we will com-
plete it in about 15 or 20 minutes when 
the Senator is finished. 

Mr. CONRAD. The Senator from Mas-
sachusetts would like 15 minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. We will wait for that 
and follow after it. 

Mr. CONRAD. We thank the chair-
man very much for his courtesy. I yield 
the Senator from Massachusetts 15 
minutes off the resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 
thank Senators HARKIN and WELLSTONE 
for bringing forward this extremely im-
portant amendment. Over the period of 
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this week we are going to cast some 
votes here in the U.S. Senate, but I 
doubt if there is any particular amend-
ment that presents more clearly the 
question of values and priorities than 
this amendment does. I doubt if there 
is any amendment that we will con-
sider that is more about the future of 
our country and that has a greater rel-
evance to what kind of society we will 
become over the period of these next 
several years and into the future. 

The numbers that the Senators from 
Iowa and Minnesota have talked about 
are very large amounts of money. But 
when you look at this amount in the 
context of educational need, these fig-
ures are not out of the ordinary. As a 
matter of fact, they are very modest 
given the number of children currently 
attending the nation’s schools, and in-
creases in the number of children that 
are going to be attending our nation’s 
schools and colleges in the coming 
years. 

Senators HARKIN and WELLSTONE are 
posing a question of priorities. That is, 
are we prepared to invest in the future 
of this country and in its children, 
through reducing the tax breaks for 
the wealthiest individuals by a third? I 
commend Senators WELLSTONE and 
HARKIN for posing that question. 

I agree with those who say that 
money does not solve all of our na-
tion’s problems. That point will be de-
bated here this afternoon as this 
amendment is considered. That point is 
both valid and worthy of debate. How-
ever, money is also a reflection of our 
Nation’s priorities. This is what the 
budget debate is all about. This is what 
our votes are all about. 

The amendment brought forth by the 
Senator from Iowa is about placing a 
priority on what the American family 
has said is their first priority invest-
ment in our nation’s children and in 
our future. 

Since fiscal year 1980, the federal 
share has decreased for education pro-
grams. In elementary and secondary 
education, the investment has dropped 
from 11.9% to 8.3% in fiscal year 2000, 
and in higher education from 15.4% to 
11%. But, the educational needs of 
schools and communities are rising. 

This chart reflects the number of 
children who will be entering elemen-
tary and secondary schools in the 
United States of America over the pe-
riod of the next 90 years. The number 
of school-aged children will increase 
from today’s enrollments of 53 million 
students, up to 94 million students in 
2100. 

This amendment is really about part-
nership—between federal, State, and 
local communities. The federal role 
should lead this partnership through 
recognizing that the needs of our na-
tion’s schools will continue to grow as 
the population in our nation’s schools 
grows. We must ask ourselves: Does 
this budget reflect the growing need to 
invest in elementary and secondary 
education? Or is it business as usual— 
a 5.7 percent over last year’s funding 

level. The Harkin amendment accu-
rately reflects the realities faced by 
our nation’s schools and universities. 

Enrollment in higher education has 
also significantly increased. Our col-
leges and universities are reaching 
record enrollments. This year, college 
enrollment numbered over 15 million 
students, and is expected to rise over 
the next 10 years to reach 17.5 million 
in 2010. 

The priority to educate all of our na-
tion’s children must begin through an 
investment in educating children at an 
early age. Various reports, including 
those produced by the Carnegie Com-
mission, have shown us what a dif-
ference is made through investment at 
the earliest time in children’s lives. 
Early Start, which is now being funded 
at 4 or 5 percent of what it should be; 
the Head Start program at about 40 
percent, or 45 percent of what it should 
be; child care, 17 percent in terms of 
quality education. 

And the list goes on. 
As I mentioned, the average annual 

investment in education has dropped 
over the past years. Now we are faced, 
in this budget, with an increase of only 
5.7 percent. That is an inadequate 
amount when talking about the invest-
ment needed for the children of this 
country. 

The Senator from Iowa went into 
considerable detail on a number of fea-
tures in this amendment, and I would 
also like to highlight some important 
points. 

I would like to briefly mention the 
Pell Grant Program. We had a national 
debate in 1960 regarding aid to edu-
cation programs. At that time Vice 
President Nixon was opposed to any aid 
to education, and President Kennedy 
supported aid to education. The Presi-
dent believed—and this country went 
on record during that time—that any 
student in this country who is able to 
gain entrance into any college or uni-
versity on the basis of their academic 
ability should be able to do so, despite 
the size of their wallet or the size of 
their pocketbook. The President be-
lieved that students should have access 
to a range of grants, loans, and work- 
study programs, and also rely on their 
own individual efforts, to make up the 
tuition. 

This commitment was reflected in 
the creation of Pell grants. Over the 
last 25 years, federal student need has 
shifted from a grant-based system to a 
loan-based system. In 1980, 55% of total 
federal aid for higher education was 
awarded through grants, and 43% 
through loans. In 1998, this ratio shift-
ed to 58% through loans, and 40% 
through grants. 

A recent study has found that the 
maximum award under the Pell grant 
program has fallen dramatically, from 
providing 84% of total costs at a public, 
4-year university in 1975–1976, to pro-
viding 39% of total costs in 1999–2000. 

Any Member of this body may visit a 
college or university in this country 
and listen to young people. What are 

they talking about? Are they talking 
about their books? Are they talking 
about their studies or what is hap-
pening in their lecture halls? No. They 
are talking about their loans and how 
they are going to repay their loans. 
Students are not talking about wheth-
er they are able to go into public serv-
ice, but instead about what they are 
going to have to do when they get out 
of school. 

The Harkin amendment is a down-
payment for putting this country back 
on the road, and ensuring that young 
and talented Americans are not turn-
ing their backs on the possibility of 
higher education because do not want 
to be in debt, nor put their families in 
debt. This is wrong. It is clear that stu-
dents cannot afford not to go to col-
lege. 

We are all working together to en-
sure that every child has access to a 
high quality education. But let’s also 
invest in our nation’s children. Let’s 
invest in making sure there will be suf-
ficient resources for children to benefit 
from elementary and secondary edu-
cation, and move on the furthering 
their education in colleges and univer-
sities. 

We need a plan that makes increas-
ing Head Start a priority over tax cuts 
for the wealthy. 

We need a plan that makes full fund-
ing for IDEA a priority over tax cuts 
for the wealthy. 

We need a plan that makes increas-
ing Title I a program that helps dis-
advantaged students master basic 
skills a priority over tax cuts for the 
wealthy. 

We need a plan that makes reducing 
class size a priority. 

We need a plan that makes improving 
teacher quality a priority. 

We need a plan that makes expanding 
after-school learning opportunities a 
priority. 

We need a plan that makes modern-
izing and rebuilding the nation’s crum-
bling and overcrowded school buildings 
a priority. 

We need a plan that makes increas-
ing the maximum level of Pell grants a 
priority. 

We need a strong investment in edu-
cation that will ensure a bright future 
for the nation, not a tax cut that 
leaves the nation’s children and stu-
dents behind. 

We know what needs to be done now 
in terms of education in America. The 
real question is, Do we have the will? 
This particular amendment addresses 
programs that invest in children, and 
ensures that our future workers are 
going to have the skills to compete in 
a modern economy. It reflects the best 
values of the American people and the 
best values of our party. That value is 
investment in children and their fu-
tures. That is what this amendment is 
about. It ought to be adopted. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for 
a question? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I will be glad to 
yield. 
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Mr. REID. I have listened intently to 

what the Senator has said. I think the 
Senator has clearly said that a child’s 
ability to be educated should not be de-
pendent on how much money their par-
ents have. 

Is that what the Senator has said? 
Mr. KENNEDY. That is exactly what 

I have said. 
Mr. REID. Today, this week, is when 

students all over America are going to 
get notices in the mail as to where 
they are going to be able to go to 
school. 

Does the Senator agree that many 
students who are admitted to some 
schools are not going to be able to go 
there because they cannot bear the 
burden of the cost of going to a finer 
school; they will have to go to some 
other school, is that correct? 

Mr. KENNEDY. If I could answer the 
Senator’s question this way. 97 percent 
of students in the highest achievement 
and socioeconomic quartile go on to 4 
year college. On the other hand, only 46 
percent of children achieving at the 
same academic level, but in the lowest 
socioeconomic quartile, go on to a 4- 
year college or university. 

We, as a country and as a society, un-
derstand that education is the great 
equalizer. When we are faced with 
these facts—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. LIN-
COLN). The Senator has 2 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. REID. I yield the Senator 5 more 
minutes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. When we are faced 
with these facts, we have to ask our-
selves, What should be our investment? 
The Harkin amendment is a com-
prehensive amendment. It will ensure 
that children are well prepared, ready 
to learn, and will benefit from the 
changes and the improvements we have 
made in elementary, secondary, and 
higher education. 

The question is, Are we going to take 
the one-third of the tax program and 
do what the Harkin-Wellstone amend-
ment has asked, or are we going to pro-
vide additional billions of dollars to 
the wealthiest individuals? It is a clear 
choice. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator 
from Massachusetts yield for one other 
question? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. There was one 

comment the Senator made that I 
think is critically important. I want to 
make sure I understand it well and 
that people understand it. 

When we marked up the bill dealing 
with the reauthorization of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act 
in the HELP Committee, I think all of 
us went on record saying we were abso-
lutely committed to accountability 
and holding students to really high 
standards. But the Democrats on the 
committee, did we not also say that we 
have to make sure the students, the 
children, and the teachers of the 
schools have the tools; in other words, 
that we make the investment so that 

they will have, indeed, the same chance 
to achieve and do well on these tests? 
Don’t the two go together? 

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct. It will be a sham if we 
just have the test without having the 
support services. We are working to en-
sure these important services that ac-
celerate learning and academic 
achievement. 

That is addressed in the Harkin 
amendment. 

Mr. HARKIN. Will the Senator yield 
again? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes. 
Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator 

again for his very eloquent statement 
and his comments. Certainly, there is 
no one in either body on Capitol Hill 
who has worked longer and harder and, 
I might add, more successfully on the 
education of all our kids than has the 
Senator from Massachusetts. 

When I was listening to the Senator 
speak, I was thinking about the pros-
pect of kids who do not have a lot of 
money who want to get an education, 
who have achieved well in school, have 
studied hard. They have made their 
grades. They have made good grades. 
The Senator pointed that out in his re-
marks, that they would have the same 
desire to go to college as anyone else. 

Was the Senator saying that because 
of the financial barriers, these kids 
who are high achievers—they are 
bright, they have studied hard, they 
have gotten good grades—have some 
shield that keeps them from advancing 
on? 

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is cor-
rect. 

Mr. HARKIN. And that shield is 
money. There are going to be other 
amendments that might focus on one 
thing or another. 

My second question for the Senator: 
Is it his belief, from all of his long ex-
perience involving education, that we 
have to look at the whole? Each one of 
these parts isn’t a whole. It is impor-
tant to increase Pell grants, but that 
alone won’t solve it. It is important to 
increase title I, but that alone won’t 
solve it. It is important to increase 
funding for individuals with disabil-
ities, but that alone won’t solve it. Is it 
the contention of the Senator that this 
has to be put together? 

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct. Over the last 15 years, 
as the Senator is well familiar, we have 
learned that a child’s mind—almost 
from the time of birth—should have op-
portunities to develop. Research has 
shown us that we must take advantage 
of the new science in ways that are 
going to enhance the academic oppor-
tunities for these children. 

The Senator’s amendment focuses 
not only on the early learning, but also 
on Head Start, which serves 3- and 4- 
year-olds. 

The Senator is familiar with the ex-
cellent hearing that was chaired by 
Senator JEFFORDS, and during which 
we learned that 98 percent of young 
children are receiving important sup-

port services at a young age. In Eu-
rope, for example, such services have 
had an important impact on a child’s 
learning ability. That is what the Sen-
ator’s amendment is about and why it 
is so compelling. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I yield the floor. 
Mr. CONRAD. The Senator from 

Rhode Island is seeking time? 
Mr. REED. Yes. 
Mr. CONRAD. How much time would 

the Senator like? 
Mr. REED. Fifteen minutes. 
Mr. CONRAD. I yield 15 minutes to 

the Senator from Rhode Island off the 
resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. REED. Madam President, I rise 
in strong support of the Harkin amend-
ment. 

Senator HARKIN understands that in 
America education provides the best 
opportunity for all of our citizens to 
achieve and that this country, at its 
best moments, should always be about 
opportunity. Senator HARKIN seeks to 
ensure that every child has an oppor-
tunity. He has appropriately titled this 
amendment ‘‘Leave No Child Behind,’’ 
because he believes sincerely, as do I, 
that we have to reach out, not just rhe-
torically but with real resources, to 
make sure every child can seize oppor-
tunity, which is what America is all 
about. 

Unlike the Republican budget resolu-
tion before us, which contains only a 
paltry increase for education—in fact, 
this increase is smaller than the an-
nual increases in education in the last 
4 out of 5 years—the Harkin Amend-
ment provides $250 billion over 10 years 
for education, a funding level that 
would truly leave no child behind. 

All of our Nation’s students have to 
be given the tools and the opportunity 
to excel and be successful, in effect, to 
live out the American dream. The Har-
kin amendment provides these tools 
and the opportunity through high qual-
ity education that spans a lifetime— 
from early childhood education, 
through elementary and secondary 
education, through higher education, 
and indeed beyond to postsecondary, 
lifelong learning. High quality edu-
cation costs real dollars. The Harkin 
amendment puts those real dollars into 
this budget. 

President Bush and our Republican 
colleagues claim that their proposal 
will leave no child behind, but simply 
adding accountability to our elemen-
tary and secondary schools without 
providing adequate resources will not 
do the job. 

I have had many opportunities to 
talk with the Secretary of Education 
and other leaders in this administra-
tion with respect to their education 
proposal. They talk a good game. They 
talk about accountability. They talk 
about standards. But then when you 
ask them: Where are the resources? 
They say: Well, we really don’t need re-
sources. 
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That is just not the case. Every 

American understands that education 
is worthwhile and that we must invest 
in education, not just with words but 
with dollars, to make a high quality 
education a reality in the life of every 
child. Indeed, today, the Federal budg-
et only devotes only 2 cents of every 
Federal dollar to education. We have to 
do more—not to dispossess the States 
and the localities of their responsibil-
ities, but to complement and supple-
ment what they are doing. 

Today we live in a challenging, inter-
national economic order, and students 
from Massachusetts are not just com-
peting with students from Mississippi; 
they are all competing against the very 
best and brightest around the globe. 
That requires investment. It requires 
raising our standards and giving every 
child a chance to reach those standards 
to ensure that we have the best-edu-
cated workforce so we can compete in 
this competitive global economy. That 
is what the Harkin amendment will do. 

Specifically, Senator HARKIN would 
help all children start school ready to 
learn by funding Head Start to make it 
available to all eligible 3- and 4-year- 
olds and to expand learning opportuni-
ties under the Early Learning Opportu-
nities Act. Making children ready to 
learn has been a goal of the Federal 
Government for more than a decade. 
When President Bush organized the 
Governor’s conference, they deter-
mined that their first goal was to en-
sure that every child should enter 
school ready to learn. We have failed to 
achieve that goal. With the resources 
this amendment provides, we can strive 
and, I hope, attain that goal. 

We also want to ensure that every 
child is taught by highly qualified 
teachers in classrooms that are not 
overcrowded or in ill-repair. The Har-
kin amendment quadruples funding for 
professional development, includes 
money for increasing our effort to re-
duce class sizes, and increases the re-
sources going to school repair and mod-
ernization. 

We all understand, too, that every 
child, including those students with 
disabilities, must be a part of the edu-
cational experience in a meaningful 
way. That means fully funding the In-
dividuals with Disabilities Education 
Act. 

We also understand that we have a 
special obligation at the Federal level 
to provide the most disadvantaged 
American children with a real chance, 
and that is why Senator HARKIN will 
increase title I funding substantially. 

Then in order to complete the job, we 
have to ensure that all of our children 
with talent and ambition coming out of 
secondary schools have the resources 
and the opportunity to go to college. 
So, Senator HARKIN is calling for an in-
crease in the maximum Pell grant by 
$600 to $4,350. He is also calling for a 
significant increase in other need- 
based student aid programs, such as 
LEAP, TRIO, and GEAR UP. 

All of these proposals go to the heart 
and soul of what we should be about: 

giving every child the chance to learn; 
making them ready for school; giving 
them good teachers and good facilities; 
and then giving them the opportunity 
to go on to postsecondary education. 

I cannot think of a more important 
task, one that is more central to the 
concerns of all Americans, and one 
that is more fully realized than this 
amendment proposed by Senator HAR-
KIN. I support him strongly. 

I will be offering two amendments 
with respect to education. The first I 
will offer, with my colleagues Senators 
KENNEDY and BINGAMAN, would support 
recent initiatives sponsored by the ad-
ministration and supported by the 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions Committee, that involves testing 
of our students. The President has 
called for the testing of all students in 
grades 3 through 8. I understand, as so 
many of my colleagues do, that testing 
is an important aspect of education, 
not the sole aspect of education, but an 
important aspect of education. But, I 
have raised concerns, as have others, 
that these tests can dominate cur-
riculum so that essentially children 
are narrowly being taught the test. 
And one graver concern is that these 
tests, because so much rides upon 
them, would be dumbed down or other-
wise compromised so that they are not 
really a valid tool to assess a school’s 
performance. They simply become a 
routine way to secure Federal funding. 

Nevertheless, I believe we should pro-
vide the States with the resources if we 
require them to test every child in 
reading and math in grades 3 through 8. 

The HELP Committee passed the 
BEST Act under a unanimous vote, 20– 
0. The bill authorizes $510 million to 
help States meet this mandate—$400 
million for the development and imple-
mentation of annual State assessments 
and $110 million for administering 
State assessments under the National 
Assessments of Educational Progress. 
The National Governors’ Association, 
however, has expressed concern that 
this level of funding is likely not 
enough to cover the costs. In fact, with 
an average testing cost of $50 per stu-
dent, the real cost may be well over $1 
billion. While the amount authorized 
under the BEST Act is a start, it is 
really only an initial downpayment on 
the true cost of implementing these 
tests. 

From what I am hearing from col-
leagues in Rhode Island, high quality 
tests are very costly, and the State 
will need money to implement and ad-
minister these tests. It costs a great 
deal of money to administer and score 
the tests, to prepare schools and teach-
ers to administer the tests, and to per-
form other tasks necessary to ensure 
an appropriate testing regime that will 
adequately assess the progress of chil-
dren and will contribute to their edu-
cation, not distract them from their 
education. 

In Rhode Island, it has been esti-
mated that the cost of an annual test-
ing regime as contemplated by the 

BEST Act will be about $4 million a 
year. That is a great deal of money in 
the State of Rhode Island for edu-
cation. That money could be used for 
other purposes in education. I believe if 
we are mandating these tests, we 
should at least provide for these re-
sources. 

I know a few years ago it was quite in 
vogue for Republican colleagues to 
talk about ‘‘unfunded mandates,’’ how 
the Federal Government was imposing 
these restrictions and requirements 
and not giving the resources to do it. I 
can’t think of a more transparent and 
obvious unfunded mandate than to re-
quire each State to test each child in 
grades 3 through 8, which is a tradi-
tional province of the States in terms 
of curriculum, and not give them the 
Federal resources to carry out that 
mandate. 

So my amendment would, in fact, 
provide the downpayment on the costs 
of these tests. I hope it will be agreed 
to because, right now, this budget does 
not put the dollars behind the rhetoric 
when it comes to State testing. 

I will offer another amendment along 
with Senator KENNEDY that would in-
crease our commitment to opening the 
doors of higher education to our need-
iest students. Senator HARKIN has indi-
cated in his amendment that he under-
stands the need to increase Pell grants 
and to support need-based programs. 
My amendment also would do this. It 
would increase significantly those re-
sources that are going to programs 
that are designed to assist talented 
Americans who are economically de-
prived. It would increase the maximum 
Pell grant by $600 to $4,350, something 
Senator HARKIN also supports. It would 
increase the LEAP program, a partner-
ship between the Federal Government 
and the States to provide income-based 
grants and aid to students going to col-
lege by $45 million to $100 million. It 
would increase the supplemental edu-
cational opportunity grants. It would 
also increase the Federal Work-Study 
Program to provide students with more 
resources as they work their way 
through college. It would increase the 
TRIO program, designed to identify 
talented young people, assist them to 
get into school, and mentor them and 
help them as they progress through 
college. It would also increase the Per-
kins loans capital contribution to as-
sist universities and colleges as they 
reach out to individual students who 
need help. It would also help on the 
loan cancellation part of the Perkins 
program for reimbursement to colleges 
for loan forgiveness. 

The amendment would also increase 
funding for the GEAR UP program, an-
other early intervention program. It 
would also address teacher quality and 
recruitment through title II of the 
Higher Education Act by providing ad-
ditional resources to help teachers bet-
ter prepare themselves and help com-
munities recruit better teachers. 

All of these programs are designed to 
be consistent with the theme that has 
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been struck by Senator HARKIN in his 
amendment. If we believe in oppor-
tunity, we really have to invest in edu-
cation. When you get down to the 
practicalities of school systems in this 
country, the rhetoric doesn’t work. 
When you get down to the notion that 
they will simply reorganize themselves 
effectively and that will make up for 
additional resources, that clashes with 
the reality of local education. 

What is the reality of local edu-
cation? Well, the school committees 
strive for months to come up with a 
budget. They go ahead and they want 
increased professional development, 
and they want increased funds to im-
prove their facilities, to fix roofs. They 
have made political compromises and 
struggles to get there. They are just 
about to announce it, and then they 
get a call—the superintendent gets a 
call; it is their health insurance com-
pany. They have just announced that 
premiums are going up 45 percent. So 
guess what happens to all that money 
for professional development, library 
books, and school construction; it is 
gone. 

The virtue and the value that we 
offer is that we can provide these funds 
and fence them off, if you will, commit 
them to libraries, school construction, 
reducing class size; and by doing that, 
we can make real progress working 
with local communities. 

The Harkin amendment is the most 
important amendment in this whole 
budget because it would put us on 
record again as saying that we believe 
in education, in opportunity, and we 
will support it with dollars and not 
just words. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. CONRAD. Is the Senator from 

New York seeking time? 
Mrs. CLINTON. I am, Madam Presi-

dent. 
Mr. CONRAD. Would 7 minutes be all 

right? 
Mr. GREGG. I ask the Senator from 

North Dakota, are we going to go back 
and forth on the time? 

Mr. CONRAD. There has been no real 
formality here. If the Senator from 
New Hampshire would like time at this 
point—— 

Mr. GREGG. Why don’t we have the 
Senator from New York speak, and 
then I will seek recognition after her. 

Mr. CONRAD. That is very gracious. 
I yield 7 minutes to the Senator from 
New York, and then we will go to the 
other side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York. 

Mrs. CLINTON. Madam President, I 
rise in support of Senator HARKIN’s ef-
fort to make sure that we as a nation 
keep our word and that we do, indeed, 
make education a national priority. 

The Senator has called for investing 
$250 billion in education programs for 
our children over the next 10 years. I 
think that is a smart investment. I 
think that is a sound investment. I 
think it is a prudent investment. I 
know that improving education has bi-

partisan support, as I know from my 
work on the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions, where 
I serve with the distinguished Senator 
from New Hampshire, where the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act 
reauthorization—now called the BEST 
Act—passed with unanimous bipartisan 
support. 

I think we need to put the resources 
behind the title of that act. If it is to 
be the BEST Act, if it is, indeed, to 
promote education and provide the 
kind of opportunities that our children 
need in the 21st century, then we have 
to be sure it is not an empty program. 

Higher standards will mean abso-
lutely nothing unless we provide our 
schools and our students—particularly 
in underserved urban and rural areas— 
with the resources and support nec-
essary to meet those goals. We have to 
ask ourselves whether this budget, ab-
sent an amendment such as that of 
Senator HARKIN’s, will reflect and meet 
those priorities. 

When we talk about our children’s 
education, we know we have to start 
early. Does this budget include funding 
for Head Start, Early Start, the Early 
Learning Opportunities Act to the ex-
tent that our children and families 
need them? We don’t know the details 
yet, but I am very concerned that what 
we do know seems to indicate that im-
portant programs such as Head Start 
and the Early Learning Opportunities 
Act may well be at risk. 

In fact, according to the Congres-
sional Budget Office, the administra-
tion’s spending on education, training, 
employment, and social services does 
not actually include a real increase in 
spending. The numbers have only been 
adjusted for inflation, which is impor-
tant and necessary to do, but that 
means there hasn’t been money added 
to cover the additional children who 
attend our public schools and rely on 
these important programs. In fact, I 
believe it is correct to say that we now 
have more children in school than we 
have ever had at any previous time in 
our history. And in the absence of add-
ing real resources, we are going to find 
ourselves, once we do get this budget, 
which I hope will be soon, having to 
take money away from programs such 
as Head Start in order to provide serv-
ices for the elderly, or vice versa. 
Those are not the kinds of Hobson’s 
choices, at a time of surplus, we want 
in order to make the best investments, 
pay down the debt, and provide afford-
able tax cuts that I think are available 
to us. 

How do we expect children to enter 
school ready to learn if they don’t have 
the best of resources at home, which 
many of our children don’t have, and 
we don’t help provide them through 
partnerships in our communities? 

It is obviously clear, as Senators 
HARKIN, REED, and KENNEDY pointed 
out earlier, the research is absolutely 
positive that a nurturing, stimulating 
child care environment has enormous 
positive impacts on our children. I 

would like to see us meet the goals 
outlined by Senator HARKIN of pro-
viding eligible 3- and 4-year-olds the 
opportunity to participate in Head 
Start. 

I also know that once our children 
get to school, if the classrooms are so 
crowded, if the teacher cannot even get 
to all of the children during the day, 
then many children who come with a 
disadvantage are never going to catch 
up. I believe we should continue the ef-
forts we started of reducing class size 
and putting dollars into getting more 
qualified teachers into our classrooms. 

With both Federal and State funding, 
for example, New York City has been 
able to reduce class size for approxi-
mately 90,000 students in the early 
grades. That is nearly 30 percent of our 
entire K-through-3 population. We 
know from the research that we are 
getting better results because of it. 

Also, what we claim to be our prior-
ities should be reflected in the school 
buildings for students to see. We talk 
about how important education is, and 
yet I know throughout New York and 
throughout America, based on my own 
visits, there are children going to 
schools in deplorable condition. We 
have many school buildings that are 
very old that need to be upgraded. 

Modernization costs are soaring. This 
administration’s budget wipes out the 
$1.2 billion partnership with States and 
localities for emergency school renova-
tion and repair. I do not believe this is 
the time to be cutting funds that will 
help us modernize our schools, equip 
them with the technologies that are 
needed—in fact, in some instances, 
make them safe enough for the chil-
dren and teachers who spend their days 
in them. 

It is not enough, though, just to re-
duce class size and have modern, well- 
equipped schools. We also have to have 
teachers in those classrooms. We are 
seeing shortages throughout America. 
For example, in Buffalo, 231 teachers 
retired last year, compared with an av-
erage of 92 in each of the preceding 8 
years. Most telling, Buffalo lost 50 
young teachers who moved on to other 
jobs or other school districts. 

Buffalo happens to have the oldest 
school stock in America. Some of the 
schools were beautifully built, but 
their walls are so thick that they can-
not be wired. I have seen schools where 
the wires for computers come out the 
window and down to be hooked up. 

For many teachers, these are impos-
sible circumstances. That is why I in-
troduced the National Teacher and 
Principal Recruitment Act which I be-
lieve will bring up to 75,000 qualified 
teachers into our highest needs school 
districts. 

Later this week, I will offer an 
amendment to the budget resolution to 
reserve funds specifically for teacher 
recruitment. We have to ensure that 
all our teachers get the professional de-
velopment they need. 

My friends tell me it is just harder 
teaching these days. There are a lot of 
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circumstances that make it harder, but 
the fact is, if we are going to put our 
money where our words are, then we 
need to invest in our teachers, in their 
professional development, in their re-
cruitment, and their retention. 

We also need to be sure the Federal 
Government lives up to its responsi-
bility to fully fund IDEA. Special edu-
cation students should be provided 
with the assistance they need to meet 
the academic standards they are re-
quired to meet. I support Senator HAR-
KIN’s amendment which will work to-
ward the goal of fully funding the Fed-
eral Government’s share of IDEA. 

Finally, I do not think there is a 
more important obligation than to 
make sure those doors to college are 
wide open to anyone who is willing to 
work and study hard. I support increas-
ing the maximum Pell grant. I support 
expanding programs that will help our 
low-income and minority students get 
the assistance they need while they are 
still in high school, and even junior 
high and middle school, so they are 
ready to go on to college, by investing 
in programs such as TRIO and GEAR 
UP. It is imperative, especially in this 
economic time, to increase job training 
by nearly $1 billion a year. These are 
the investments we should be making. 

I urge my colleagues to truly leave 
no child behind and vote in favor of 
Senator HARKIN’s amendment. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. GREGG. Madam President, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume off the resolution. 

The amendment offered by Senator 
HARKIN and Senator WELLSTONE has a 
number of facets to it. The first, of 
course, is it reduces the tax cut as pro-
posed by the President by $450 billion 
over 10 years. That means it is taking 
money out of the taxpayers’ pockets 
and putting that money somewhere in 
the Federal bureaucracy. 

One of the priorities that has been 
set out is a desire to take from the tax-
payers money the Federal Government 
does not actually need because the 
Federal Government is running a rath-
er dramatic surplus, $5.6 trillion over 
the next 10 years. 

The first priority the Senators laid 
out is education. The second priority is 
debt reduction. It takes $450 billion. It 
takes $225 billion of that and applies it 
to what they claim to be debt reduc-
tion as the first element. 

We need to understand that under 
the President’s proposal, all the debt 
that can be paid down is being paid 
down. President Clinton, before he left 
office, sent us a budget submission 
which told us how much the non-
marketable debt was, debt which could 
not be bought down by the Federal 
Government over the next 10 years. 

I have a chart that reflects that num-
ber. President Clinton said that num-
ber was $1.2 trillion. That is debt that 
cannot be retired over the next 10 
years. We are talking about public 
debt. President Bush has suggested 
that the nonretireable debt is $1.15 tril-

lion. Those two numbers are important 
because President Bush reduces the 
retireable debt the maximum amount 
it can be reduced. In other words, he 
reduces it down to the $1.158 trillion. 

There is not any more debt that can 
be bought. We cannot go into the mar-
ketplace and buy more debt unless we 
are willing to pay a very significant 
premium. The practical implication of 
the Harkin-Wellstone amendment is 
that they want to pay a higher pre-
mium to buy back debt than would 
have to be paid by the American tax-
payers if it were purchased in the reg-
ular order of events. To accomplish the 
goals of the Harkin-Wellstone amend-
ment, we would have to, as a Govern-
ment, take Federal tax dollars and say 
to people who own American debt: We 
are going to pay you a premium to buy 
it back; we are not going to retire it in 
the regular order of events; we are ac-
tually going to require or we are going 
to ask you to pay it back to us, and be-
cause you do not have to pay it back to 
us and you may not want to pay it 
back to us, we are going to give you a 
premium. We end up spending more 
money than is required to pay down 
that debt. That makes no sense at all. 

What the President has proposed is 
that we pay down the maximum 
amount of debt that can be paid down 
over this period. He has proposed buy-
ing back more debt faster than at any 
other time in history. This is a very 
significant point because there has 
been a lot of debate about this in this 
body over the last few months as to 
how much debt can be paid down. The 
problem is there does not seem to be an 
agreement on this point. 

However, if we look at the numbers, 
we can conclude pretty clearly that the 
President has chosen a reasonable fig-
ure. Why is that? 

These are the types of debt, if we 
were to buy them down today, on 
which we would have to pay a pre-
mium. The first is coupon issues, and 
that is $670 billion. The second is infla-
tion-indexed issues, and that is $113 bil-
lion. The third is savings bonds, and 
that is $170 billion. Then comes State 
and local government series; that is $86 
billion; bonds backing up emerging 
markets, the Brady bonds, $19 billion; 
and bonds issued as part of the S&L 
cleanup is $30 billion, and other bonds 
that are nonretireable at $63 billion, 
adding to $15 billion. This was not a 
number the President picked out of the 
air. It is tied to specific obligations of 
the Federal Government which have 
been determined to not be retireable. 

The practical effect is you cannot get 
below that number when you are buy-
ing back debt. The Harkin-Wellstone 
amendment has proposed we go below 
that number; that we take the 
nonretireable debt number down to 
about $900 billion. To do that will cost 
probably another $50 billion. We will 
have to tax the American taxpayer 
more in order to raise money to buy 
back debt at a premium. 

Mr. CONRAD. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. GREGG. I am happy to yield 
when I finish my statement. 

Mr. DOMENICI. When you finish, 
don’t yield to him. I want to be recog-
nized. 

Mr. GREGG. I will yield to the Sen-
ator from New Mexico. 

Let me complete this thought. It is 
so important I have to complete it. 

The practical implication of the Har-
kin-Wellstone amendment is this: The 
American taxpayers will have to be 
taxed further to pay down debt which 
isn’t available to be bought back today 
because it is not retireable. So we end 
up, instead of saving money, costing 
the taxpayers money by doing it this 
way. 

That half of the Wellstone-Harkin 
amendment makes no sense on its face. 

I yield to the chairman of the com-
mittee. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator 
for coming to the floor and spending so 
much time while I could not be here. 

The poor American taxpayer. Every 
amendment from the other side wants 
to spend the surplus so they won’t have 
it. Those on alert out here ought to be 
the taxpayers. Every time we turn 
around, a huge amount of money that 
is scheduled under our President’s pro-
posal to go to the taxpayers of America 
is taken away from them for another 
program, another activity. Another 
Senator comes to the floor and talks 
about how fixing up America will re-
quire us to do another 10 things. 

Where do you think all those new 
things come from? They come right out 
of the surplus that was going to the 
American taxpayers. 

On this particular one, listen up; the 
President’s $1.6 trillion is diminished, 
not by a little bit but by $450 billion. 
For those who expressed a desire to 
have a tax cut, if you had the slightest 
sympathy toward the President’s tax 
cut, understand that all of these 
goodies talked about don’t come free. 
They come from somewhere. In this 
case, they come from the taxpayers of 
the United States who were going to 
get a $1.6 trillion tax cut. 

Who knows what would be in it? 
Great Senators with more wisdom than 
I and more clairvoyance have told you 
how the tax cut will look. With this 
surplus we are sending to the tax-writ-
ing committee, the $1.6 trillion that 
the President is suggesting we send to 
the people of this country instead of 
spending it, we have no idea what the 
tax cuts will look like. No idea. That 
money goes to a Finance Committee 
that is split even stephen with Demo-
crats and Republicans. They have to 
get together and write a tax bill. How 
do we know how it will come out? It 
will require Democrats to vote with 
Republicans for a tax bill. What will 
those people vote for? When the tax-
payers of America hear the debate, and 
there is this huge song, ‘‘don’t give the 
rich a tax break,’’ maybe they won’t 
even give the rich a tax break. Maybe 
they won’t even give the rich a tax 
break. Who knows? They will be given 
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a $1.6 trillion cut, if you adopt these 
budget numbers. Now they will be 
given $450 billion less. 

All the Senators who spoke of all the 
good things we could do, they are all 
good things, but remember, they are 
not free. In this instance, they come 
out of a surplus that is $5.6 trillion. 
And we can’t give the taxpayer back 
$1.6 trillion? We will collect $27 trillion 
in all kinds of taxes during that period 
of time. Can we not give them back 6 
percent when we have this huge sur-
plus? 

I heard the other day that I have 
been working on budgets when they 
were mostly in deficits. I find it much 
easier to handle a budget that is in def-
icit than I do one that is in surplus. 
When we have one that is in surplus, 
everybody wants their hands on the 
surplus. I am here, maybe the only one, 
saying $1.6 trillion of that should go 
back to the taxpayer. I hope I have 51 
Senators agree that is what we ought 
to do. 

There are plenty of things that could 
be done by the tax-writing committees 
for the American taxpayer that would 
be very good. I will talk about one 
right now because it gets a lot of atten-
tion from the other side. The other side 
of the aisle would not argue that the 
beneficiaries of a growing, prospering 
American economy are the people. In 
fact, the more growth for the longest 
period of time, the more poor people 
get out of poverty, the more middle-in-
come people climb to a higher middle 
income because you have prosperity 
and growth. When you have a surplus, 
what should you use it for so you can 
be sure you are providing prosperity 
and growth, which every single Amer-
ican, rich or poor, certainly would 
like? Rich, poor, middle income, who-
ever is sitting around their breakfast 
table talking, whether they are fin-
ishing up right now for April 15 with a 
$75,000 income or $150,000 income, what 
do they want? They want to keep on 
earning money and keep on getting 
more in their paycheck over the next 
decade. 

How will that happen? It will happen 
if the American economy is growing so 
everyone has a real interest in growth, 
in the innovation that has led to pro-
ductivity increases—everybody, rich 
and poor. 

The average household in America is 
going to participate in something 
called marginal rate reduction. Every 
level of taxation will get reduced, with 
the bottom level getting reduced twice 
as much as the top level. As a can-
didate for President and as President, 
why would one ever have dreamed up 
that in marginal rate cuts everybody 
gets a tax rate cut. Would he dream it 
up to help one group of citizens over 
another? The very best advisers that 
we could put together were used, and 
we heard testimony from one in com-
mittee, Alan Greenspan. 

What kind of use of a surplus is rec-
ommended? Pay down the debt as much 
as you can, they say. Then, surprise, 

surprise. They don’t say, spend it, like 
we are. They say, if you are finished 
paying down the debt, cut the marginal 
rate for Americans under the American 
tax system. Why do they say it? Be-
cause if you want prosperity and you 
want growth and most of all what you 
need in today’s economy is investment. 
Ask anyone. Ask some of your Sen-
ators, ask their friends, perhaps some-
body they trust on Wall Street, ask 
them what is needed the most. They 
will say investment. How do you get 
investment? By cutting the marginal 
rates. 

So everybody has a stake in it no 
matter what the other side chooses to 
call it. It is the very best thing we can 
do with the surplus. 

Now, regarding the $1.6 trillion tax 
cut, since there is a continual carping 
about who gets the breaks, the average 
across America is $1,400 in the hands of 
the taxpayer to use for what they 
would like, $1,400 on average. In my 
State, it is $1,800 on average. I wonder 
what it is in the State of the occupant 
of the chair. I would guess it is some-
where between $1,400 and $1,800 because 
of the level of income. But anyway, 
that is speculative. The others I know. 

In any event, the issue is are they apt 
to use that money right or are we apt 
to use it more right by spending it the 
way that is being proposed in this 
amendment? 

I believe I do not have to answer that 
question. I believe the American tax-
payers will answer that question: You 
give us our $1,200, $1,400, $1,600, or 
whatever we get in a marginal rate cut. 
We will spend it better than the Gov-
ernment is going to spend it on new 
programs or additions to programs 
that are already adequately funded. 

I want to look at this one more time 
for anybody who has listened to those 
on the other side of the aisle. Here are 
President Bush’s numbers. We have 
done it as well as we can to put it in 
our budget. The first number in red, 
$5.6 trillion, is the surplus, an incred-
ible surplus—in this Senator’s opinion, 
a credible surplus. If we argue which is 
most apt to happen, I would say that is 
most apt to happen, $5.6 trillion, be-
cause there are others that might hap-
pen. It might be $12 trillion—that is 
what the economists say—or it might 
be $1 trillion or $800 billion. But if you 
ask them what is it the most likely to 
be, they say use that number. 

We take Social Security out of it and 
that leaves a surplus for the rest of 
Government of $3.1 trillion. The Bush- 
Domenici budget said there was plenty 
of support for it. I could name every-
body else on it; it is just I happened to 
put his budget into language in a reso-
lution. 

So the next thing we do is take off 
the $1.6 trillion we want to give back. 
Write the tax bill however you want. 
We send an even number of Democrats 
with an even number of Republicans to 
the Finance Committee and they will 
have to worry about how to spend that 
$1.6. So anybody who thinks they have 

that formula, they have to wait around 
for a couple of months and see what 
that next group of Senators does with 
the tax bill. 

I repeat, the numbers are even Ste-
phen in that committee: 11 Democrats, 
11 Republicans. 

Just follow down. The rest of these 
are pretty obvious: Available for other 
priorities, $1.5 billion: Medicare/pre-
scription drugs. Make sure you keep 
the surplus in the health insurance 
program. And then debt service, for 
$400 billion, and, lo and behold, there is 
$500 billion of contingency fund left 
over. 

Let me repeat. Whenever you have a 
surplus and whenever you plan to give 
some of it back to the American peo-
ple, rest assured, it will be a very hard 
fiscal policy—it will be very hard to 
get the work done on the floor because 
everybody wants a fistful of that sur-
plus. Not for the taxpayers; it is for 
other things that they are certain the 
Government will fix if we just have 
more money for the Government to 
spend. 

I will give one other example. You 
might wonder, hearing the debate, how 
much more we need. Somebody out 
there watching might have said it 
would be interesting to know how 
much you are spending. Since we are 
talking about what you want to spend 
in addition, it must be in addition to 
something. I thought we would just say 
what has happened to education na-
tionally and what is going to happen 
under President Bush, so everybody 
who has been hearing these debates 
about all we want to do for education, 
remember, it all comes out of the tax-
payer’s hide. Here it is, starting in 1998, 
29.9; 1999, 35; 36, 42, and then the Presi-
dent’s request of 44.5. That is a 10.6-per-
cent average increase. So education is 
getting a pretty good chunk of money 
and the President has asked for $2.5 bil-
lion more than we are spending this 
year. 

I could get up here and list 25 new 
education programs and say we need 
more. But let me see the next chart 
and I will be finished. President Clin-
ton requested $34.7 for education. Con-
gress gave him $35.6. In 2001, he re-
quested $40 billion; we gave him $42 bil-
lion. In 2002, he asked for $40.1 billion— 
interesting, no increase in President 
Clinton’s budget—we increased it from 
42.1 to 44.6. 

There was a whopping 25-percent in-
crease. If there is anybody who thinks 
we are not helping education, from 2000 
to 2002, we will have increased it 25 per-
cent. I am not standing here saying 
education does not need more money, 
but I am wondering, when the Federal 
Government is putting in the largest 
share each year in education, largest 
increase in decades, whether or not the 
taxpayer ought to not be looked at to 
get the next piece of money out of that 
surplus, when we are already taking 
care of education quite well. 

So everybody ought to know when 
my friend Senator WELLSTONE gets up 
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and talks about all the things he would 
do, I say to Senator LOTT, he has 20, 30, 
40 things the Government ought to do 
that he thinks would make life better. 
Let me remind everyone, you have to 
get that from somewhere, and there are 
only a couple of places to get it. One 
place to get it is to reduce what the 
taxpayers are going to get; just take it 
out of that pocket and decide we have 
something much better to do with it 
than do the taxpayers. 

We plan to give back to the American 
people over a decade—not tomorrow, 
not the next day—over 10 years, $1.6 
trillion out of a surplus of $5.6 trillion. 
This amendment, with all the things 
that have been spoken about that we 
will be able to do, takes $450 billion 
right out of the taxpayers. The tax-
payers had a little pool of money they 
thought they were going to get back. It 
amounted to $1.6 trillion. This will cut 
it to $1.150 trillion—just like that. If 
you do not think this is an important 
amendment for the taxpayers, just 
think about that. It is a pretty big 
change in what they might have been 
expecting, what the business commu-
nity, through the lowering of marginal 
rates, might have expected to get the 
American economy going permanently. 
That is going to be reduced by $450 bil-
lion. 

Think carefully, Senators, when you 
vote on this. Have we increased edu-
cation? Absolutely. Does the President 
intend to increase it? Absolutely. Does 
he intend to increase special ed? Abso-
lutely, to the highest levels, percent-
ages in many, many years. 

You have seen them up here. The 
facts are the facts. The Senator from 
New Mexico is not saying you could 
not spend more on education, but I sug-
gest it is time to put the taxpayer 
right up there with any new program 
add-ons and ask: Don’t they deserve to 
be considered up there with any pro-
gram? It is their money and they clear-
ly ought to have a chance to spend it. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 

this amendment includes provisions 
that I believe, as the Ranking Member 
of the Senate Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pension Committee’s Sub-
committee on Employment, Safety, 
and Training, are an essential part of 
fulfilling promises we have made to the 
American people. As part of changes we 
made to the welfare laws, we said to 
families who were on welfare that if 
they went out to look for a job, we’d 
make funds available for training and 
counseling to help them reach that 
goal. We have said to workers who have 
lost their jobs through economic dis-
location and down turns that we would 
make funds available for training and 
counseling to help them find a new job 
or start a new career. We have said to 
the young people in our communities 
that we’ll make funding available to 
help them reach their full potential 
and become productive members of 
their communities. 

This was our promise, training, coun-
seling, and other services to help fami-

lies move out of poverty, move off of 
welfare and into good paying jobs. 

And we funded that promise, last 
year in the amount of $6.1 billion. 

Now, however, although it is some-
what difficult to tell because we have 
not seen the President’s budget, it ap-
pears that this Administration wants 
to cut these funds by nearly $1 billion. 

That is totally unacceptable. We 
need an increase in funding for these 
important workforce training pro-
grams—not a decrease. We need to 
fully fund our promise to working fam-
ilies. We need to tell the working men 
and women of this country, and the 
young people seeking to better their 
lives, that we believe in them, that we 
will support them. 

That’s what this amendment does. It 
fully funds our promise to the working 
families of this country. In particular, 
it 1. restores the nearly $1 billion that 
we believe may be cut from workforce 
training programs in this resolution 
and in the President’s proposed budget, 
and 2. adds an additional $900 million a 
year for ten years to fund adult, youth, 
and dislocated worker training pro-
grams under the Workforce Investment 
Act. 

These Workforce Investment Act pro-
grams that we’re trying to protect, and 
expand funding for, make a huge dif-
ference in people’s lives. Let me give 
you just a few examples. 

Judy Lundquist from the Minnesota 
Workforce Center in Grand Rapids 
shared this story with me: 

For less than $1,000 we were able to train 
Bridget as a Nursing Assistant, she had been 
a seasonal cabin cleaner earning less than 
$2,000 a year, living in housing without elec-
tricity or running water. Her husband had 
injured himself while working for an em-
ployer that did not carry worker’s compensa-
tion and was unable to work in the logging 
industry as he had been prior to his injury. 
On the day she passed her Nursing Assistant 
Certification Test she obtained full-time 
work. I saw her just before Christmas at 
Wal-Mart with a shopping cart full of low 
cost Christmas Presents. They have moved 
to housing that is more appropriate and ac-
tually has running water. Once they moved 
and were able to afford a telephone, Bridget’s 
husband was also able to find appropriate 
work.. We have more than recovered the cost 
of her training in taxes on her earnings. We 
also trained someone to help fill the urgent 
need in our community for qualified Nursing 
Assistants. 

And from Hennepin County’s Train-
ing and Employment Assistance office 
comes this account: 

Timothy, a 41 year old unemployed factory 
worker, applied for WIA services hoping to 
obtain any type of work quickly. He had left 
his assembly job after ten years because he 
was very discouraged about continuing this 
type of work. Timothy had been unemployed 
for four months and was despondent about 
his situation. 

Through WIA counseling and assessment, 
it was determined that Timothy had skills 
and aptitudes for a new career. Timothy had 
obtained a degree in Divinity 17 years ear-
lier, but had never attained a position re-
lated to this degree. He had, however, been 
active as a church member in many service 
activities. 

Timothy established a job goal of human 
service counselor. His WIA counselor as-

sisted him in revising his resume and con-
ducting a job search using the career re-
source room, job opening information and 
internet job search engines. After three 
months of participation in job search work-
shops and interviewing, Timothy was hired 
as an admissions counselor for an education 
institution. 

And from Workforce Solutions in 
Ramsey County, we hear this about as-
sistance to dislocated workers: 

Our federal dislocated worker program is 
funded to serve, in this current program 
year, 277 individuals. One of those individ-
uals, Steven E. came to us having been laid 
off by a health care institution. He origi-
nally worked in the nursing field. When he 
reached our counseling staff, not only was he 
suffering from nearly 12 months of unem-
ployment but chemical dependency and the 
impact of a recent divorce. Our staff, 
through intensive and support services, man-
aged to get him into chemical dependency 
treatment and worked to upgrade his nurs-
ing certificate and licensure. He also partici-
pated in grief and stress support groups to 
address his personal life issues. Because of 
the WIA funding, he successfully completed 
his nursing licensure upgrade, and the chem-
ical dependency treatment. Four months 
ago, he was hired by the American Red Cross 
working for their blood collection and dis-
tribution program. 

And finally, from Central Minnesota 
Jobs and Training Service in Monti-
cello, I hear this about the need for 
funding of youth training programs: 

[A] decrease in funding to the youth pro-
grams has a significant effect on the number 
of youth that are able to be served and the 
amount of services that are provided under 
the WIA program. Offering long term serv-
ices, meeting performance standards, offer-
ing at a minimum of 12 month follow-up and 
retention services, and incorporating all of 
the new WIA youth elements, has increased 
the amount of staff time per participant and 
has limited the number youth to be served 
compared to past practices. All of the new 
initiatives are necessary to meet the needs 
of the youth and long term services is bene-
ficial to their success. Without additional 
funds, there will be a limited amount of new 
participants being enrolled into the program 
in the coming years. The funds will be used 
to work with youth already enrolled in the 
program for many years and to offer com-
prehensive follow-up and retention services. 

The State of Minnesota included the 
need to increase funding for Workforce 
Investment Act activities in their 
‘‘Federal Priorities for 2001.’’ These 
programs are vital to meeting our 
promises to the American people, 
promises to move families out of pov-
erty, off of welfare, and into good pay-
ing jobs where they can earn a living 
wage. We must honor those promises 
by supporting this amendment. 

f 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, today I 
rise to express my strong support for 
adequately funding federal education 
initiatives. 

‘‘Education is,’’ as historian Henry 
Steele Commager said, ‘‘essential to 
change, for education creates both new 
wants and the ability to satisfy them.’’ 
In this ever-changing world, it is vi-
tally important that we make sound 
investments in education. The invest-
ments we make today will count every 
day in our kids’ lives. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:09 Dec 20, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00031 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA425\1997-2008-FILES-4-SS-PROJECT\2001-SENATE-REC-FILES\RECFILES-NEW\Sm
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES3392 April 4, 2001 
We have a real opportunity to great-

ly assist our schools by providing them 
with additional resources to help them 
meet the challenges they face. In my 
home state of Montana, schools are 
faced with declining enrollments, 
teacher shortages, rising energy costs, 
and substantial infrastructure needs. 
These are real needs that we as a na-
tion can help address. 

Providing additional resources to 
help schools educate students with spe-
cial needs, to recruit the best teachers, 
to repair or renovate buildings, and to 
educate disadvantaged students will 
greatly help educators in Montana and 
around the country concentrate on de-
livering the best education they can to 
our students. 

Senator HARKIN’s ‘‘Leave No Child 
Behind’’ Amendment goes a long way 
towards providing for these needs, 
making comprehensive investments in 
education programs from pre-school to 
college. 

This bill will help ensure that all 
children start school ready to learn by 
investing additional resources in Head 
Start programs. In Billings, Montana, 
the Head Start facility is inadequate 
for the number of students it serves. In 
fact, they can only keep their doors 
open through April, when most Head 
Start programs are able to stay open 
throughout the school year. Providing 
additional Head Start funding will help 
give more kids in Billings a chance to 
start school ready to learn. 

This bill also provides for full fund-
ing for the Individuals with Disabilities 
Act (IDEA). Providing this additional 
funding, a share that we have repeat-
edly promised to states and schools, 
would free up local and state education 
funds that are currently used to cover 
the cost of educating students with dis-
abilities. With this additional federal 
support, schools and districts will be 
able to better address local education 
priorities. 

This bill also substantially increases 
funding for professional development 
opportunities for teachers, allowing 
them to enhance their knowledge and 
skills. Providing teachers with these 
opportunities will help teachers help be 
even better teachers and will let them 
know that we care about their personal 
education needs. 

Montana schools and teachers have 
had to do too much with too little for 
too long. I want to make sure I am 
doing all I can to help Montana schools 
overcome their challenges and focus on 
providing the best possible education 
to our students. 

The price may seem high. But the 
price we’re paying by not investing in 
our education system—by not equip-
ping our students with the skills they 
will need to be successful—will be one 
we’ll have to pay year after year. 

There can be no doubt that our edu-
cation system plays a pivotal role in 
establishing our quality of life and the 
quality of life our children will enjoy. 

John F. Kennedy once said, ‘‘Our 
progress as a nation can be no swifter 

than our progress in education.’’ 
Strengthening our education system is 
a responsibility all of us share—as indi-
viduals and as a nation. Let’s call on 
each other to offer our resources as we 
build a better, stronger country 
through our commitment to our edu-
cation system. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join Senator SPECTER and 
Senator HARKIN in sponsoring this im-
portant amendment to provide the Na-
tional Institutes of Health with the re-
sources it needs to continue its life-
saving mission. In a historic vote in 
1997, the Senate pledged to double the 
funding of the NIH over the next five 
years, and Senator SPECTER’s amend-
ment represents the fulfillment of that 
pledge for the coming fiscal year. 

The resources we devote to NIH are a 
basic investment in a healthy future 
for all Americans. Biomedical research 
supported by NIH has given us medical 
miracles undreamed of by previous 
generations. An irregular heartbeat 
once meant a lifetime of disability. 
This condition can now be corrected 
with a pacemaker so small that it can 
be inserted under local anesthetic 
using fiber optic technology. New drugs 
now allow many seniors to live a full 
and active life who once would have 
been disabled by the terrible pain of ar-
thritis. Transplants save the lives of 
thousands of patients who once would 
have died of kidney failure. 

Even more astonishing discoveries 
will be developed in the years to come. 
New insights into the genetic basis of 
disease will allow treatments to be de-
veloped that are custom-made for an 
individual patient’s genetic signature. 
Microscopic cameras are now being de-
veloped that can be swallowed by pa-
tients to give doctors an accurate view 
of the patient’s internal organs with-
out the need for risky surgery. 

I’m proud that Massachusetts is lead-
ing the way to this remarkable future. 
Our state is home to many of the na-
tion’s leading biomedical research in-
stitutions and receives more than one 
out of every ten dollars that NIH 
spends on research, or over $1.5 billion 
last year alone. NIH grants support es-
sential research all across the Com-
monwealth. In Boston, researchers sup-
ported by NIH discovered a link be-
tween the immune system and the 
brain that may lead to better treat-
ments for diseases like Parkinson’s and 
multiple sclerosis. In Worcester, NIH 
funds are helping to build a new center 
for cancer research that will become a 
leading center in finding a cure for 
that dread disease. 

Investment in research is the founda-
tion on which the state’s thriving bio-
technology industry is built. There are 
more than 250 biotech companies in 
Massachusetts that give good jobs to 
thousands of professionals across the 
state. These companies are an impor-
tant partner in the nation’s commit-
ment to promoting the health of all 
our citizens. 

The future of biomedical research is 
bright, provided that we continue our 

strong national investment in dis-
covery. Senator Specter’s amendment 
will give NIH the resources it needs to 
turn the breakthroughs of today into 
the cures of tomorrow, and I urge my 
colleagues to support this important 
legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi. 

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I have 
a unanimous consent request I would 
like to propound to see if we get agree-
ment. I believe Senator DOMENICI and 
Senator CONRAD are familiar with it 
and are prepared to proceed on this 
basis. 

I believe we have all signed off on 
this. 

I ask consent a vote occur in relation 
to the pending amendment at 3 p.m. 
today, and the time between now and 
then be equally divided, and no other 
amendments be in order prior to the 
vote. 

I further ask consent that the next 
four amendments in order to the sub-
stitute be the following in the fol-
lowing order: Specter regarding NIH, 
Landrieu regarding defense, Collins re-
garding health—home health, and Con-
rad or designee regarding debt reduc-
tion. 

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, if I could say to the leader two 
things. One, we have a slight problem. 
The fourth amendment will be a Demo-
cratic amendment. We will let you 
know what it is; we have a couple we 
are kicking around—a Democratic 
amendment. 

Mr. LOTT. Let me make sure I un-
derstand what you are saying. This in-
dicates Conrad or designee amendment 
regarding debt reduction. Are you now 
saying it may not be about debt reduc-
tion? 

Mr. REID. It may not be. There is a 
small universe. We will let you know 
what it will be. 

Mr. LOTT. If I can then modify my 
consent, that we line up the next three 
and we confer further on what the next 
couple will be after that? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant bill clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, again 
for clarification, I believe that we have 
worked it out so we can go back to the 
original request identified as Specter 
on NIH, Landrieu regarding defense, 
Collins regarding home health, and 
Conrad or designee regarding debt re-
duction. 

Of course, these amendments would 
be subject to the usual rules, and sec-
ond-degree or some other agreement as 
to how they would finally be disposed. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, Senator 
DORGAN has been waiting here literally 
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all afternoon. If we could give him 15 
minutes, since he has been waiting 
since 12:30 today to speak. 

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I am 
not sure exactly who we may be trying 
to accommodate. But I feel compelled 
to want to make some remarks out of 
leader time, if I have to. I think the 
best way to do it is to extend the time 
to 3:15, with the time equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DORGAN. Reserving the right to 
object, I don’t mind extending and di-
viding it. I only intend to have an op-
portunity to speak for a sufficient 
amount of time. If that accommodates 
my interest, I ask my colleague from 
North Dakota, it is fine with me. If it 
doesn’t, I will object. 

Mr. LOTT. I think it accommodates 
your interest. 

Mr. DORGAN. I am asking the Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Let me say, as I under-
stand it, that we would then have less 
than two 2 minutes left. I ask the Sen-
ator from North Dakota how much 
time he would like. 

Mr. REID. How about 3:20? 
Mr. CONRAD. And have it equally di-

vided. 
Mr. LOTT. Absolutely, Madam Presi-

dent. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I will 

try to set the example of not speaking 
at great length hoping others will fol-
low. I am hoping that maybe the points 
I make will be sufficient without it 
being at great length. 

My colleagues, I haven’t spoken 
about the budget resolution because we 
are dealing with a lot of different 
issues and I have been meeting with 
foreign dignitaries and because I have 
such ultimate confidence in the man-
agers of this legislation. Senator 
DOMENICI doesn’t need a speech from 
me or help from anybody. But we are 
here to be helpful. 

I want to make two or three points 
that I am really worried about. 

Are we fiddling around here while 
Rome is beginning to burn? 

Today, and during the last couple of 
days, I have been talking with people 
who are watching the stock market. 
Who knows what causes the stock mar-
ket to move around? But I have also 
been talking to financial service man-
agers from companies that watch very 
carefully what is happening in the 
country and in the economy. I have 
been talking to representatives of man-
ufacturers. They are telling me that 
the economy is perhaps in more trouble 
than any of us want to acknowledge. 

I ask the question: OK, what do we do 
about it? Obviously, one thing is for 
the Federal Reserve System to do 
more. That is one of the places where I 
have over the years quite often agreed 
with Senator DORGAN in my exaspera-
tion sometimes with the Federal Re-
serve System. I am not an economist. I 
wouldn’t presume to try to give advice 

to the Chairman of the Federal Reserve 
Board or any others. 

But it looks to me as though instead 
of being overly focused on the possi-
bility of inflation, we are entering a pe-
riod of deflation—deflation. We need 
the Fed to give us a little more of a 
hand while we bring in the cavalry 
with some additional help. 

The only two things to do when you 
are having sluggishness in the economy 
is change monetary policy or change 
fiscal policy. Give it a stimulus—i.e., 
tax relief. 

Everybody on both sides of the aisle 
has been saying: yes; let’s do more. 
Let’s do more now. Let’s do it this 
year. Let’s make sure it is going to 
have a greater impact in the next 2 or 
3 years so the people will have con-
fidence, and so they can keep more of 
their money safe and invest it, and do 
something about the economy. 

We have two choices. The Federal Re-
serve can do something and/or we can 
do something. 

I think it is time that we pay a little 
attention to trying to find a way to 
give this tax relief, give this fiscal 
boost, and do it quickly. 

That is my greatest concern and why 
I feel compelled, as I watch what is 
happening even today with the 
NASDAQ, what is happening with man-
ufacturing jobs, and what is happening 
with deflation beginning to creep up on 
us, to say I think we have to do more. 

Two other points: The pattern is 
clear. I have been in Congress for 28 
years—the same number of years as the 
distinguished Senator from New Mex-
ico. Only I spent a few years—16 
years—on the other side of the Capitol. 

What we are going to have now is 
amendment after amendment after 
amendment on both sides to add more 
spending—there is nothing new about 
that—and in areas about which I be-
lieve very strongly. Mississippi is a 
State with agriculture that is very im-
portant. 

I have always thought of myself as a 
heavily laden hawk when it comes to 
defense. But I also like to think of my-
self as a cheap, heavily laden hawk. 

We can all say we voted to spend 
more here or more there. That is the 
point. 

We are on the verge of everybody 
saying let’s spend more. Let’s have 
more for defense, education, home 
health care, NIH, health care in gen-
eral, you name it. We get very com-
fortable when we start raising the level 
of spending. 

But there is an added problem to it 
now. One amendment after another 
says: Oh, and by the way, we will pay 
for it by taking hard-working people’s 
money away from them, bring it to 
Washington, and keep it here and de-
cide how it is going to be spent. We are 
taking from millions of laborers the 
bread that they have earned and bring-
ing it up here. 

What is new? We have been doing this 
for years. Spend more, raise taxes, or 
in this case reduce, and pretty soon, if 

we passed every amendment that has 
been offered to cut the tax bill, it 
would be a tax increase. 

What is happening? I hope we will 
think about that and try to stop it. 

The amendment before us would re-
duce the tax cut by $448 billion and in-
crease spending for education, and sup-
posedly accumulate cash. But the fact 
is, once again, the tax relief would be 
reduced and more moved into edu-
cation. 

I am not going to take a back seat to 
anybody when it comes to education. I 
am the son of a schoolteacher. I went 
to public schools all my life. I worked 
for the University of Mississippi in four 
different capacities before I began 
practicing law. 

I believe in public education, and 
quality education across the board; not 
just public education but choice. There 
is lots of variety in my area. Some of 
the best schools are Catholic or Epis-
copal schools. 

I feel strongly about education. But 
the question is, How much is enough? 
How can we do it all at once with a 25- 
percent increase, as the Senator from 
New Mexico was just saying? 

The President is asking for an in-
crease. We are going to come back 
after the Easter recess, and we are 
going to go to an education bill which 
may be the most bipartisan bill of the 
year and which is going to have more 
spending in it. It is going to be 
thoughtful. It is going to have reform, 
accountability, teacher training, and 
all the different components. Yet here 
we are once again. Oh, yes, we will 
take out money for agriculture and 
from the tax relief. We will take out 
money for education. 

My colleagues, it is the same thing 
we have been doing over all of the 
years. It is time to stop it. 

This is the worst time to be talking 
about cutting down or eliminating tax 
relief. 

I spoke this morning to the heads of 
a couple of major companies—J.P. 
Morgan and Dean Witter. I don’t know 
what the current names are because 
they are so long. We talked about what 
we can do. What can we do? They said 
we support the tax relief and the soon-
er the better. 

I oppose this amendment because I 
think if we don’t do it, we will wind up 
with no tax relief at the worst possible 
time, and we will wind up spending the 
entire surplus. This is a balanced pack-
age. It reduces the debt. It provides in-
creases for defense, education, agri-
culture, and it provides tax relief for 
working Americans. 

There is the sign of good government 
in this budget resolution. Remember 
this: We get all overwrought about 
this. This is just the whistle at the be-
ginning of the game. This allows us to 
go forward and decide how much we are 
going to put in appropriations for Inte-
rior, for Agriculture, and also the tax 
relief package. This allows us to just 
go forward to give the President a 
chance to have his program considered. 
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I express my support for this pack-

age, express my appreciation to Sen-
ator DOMENICI, and urge the defeat of 
this amendment and all amendments 
that are going to keep trying to in-
crease spending while cutting tax relief 
for working Americans. 

Thank you. I yield the floor. 
Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I re-

mind the majority leader that we of-
fered, last week, to spend this week on 
a stimulus package. That is the offer 
we made. We said: Look. We believe we 
ought to spend this week doing a stim-
ulus package. Don’t hold it hostage to 
a 10-year budget plan. Let’s do it now. 
Let’s provide some lift to this economy 
now. And it was rejected on the other 
side. 

Now they come on to the floor, and 
all of a sudden they are for taking im-
mediate action on a stimulus package. 
Where were they on Friday when we 
made the offer to spend this week on a 
stimulus package? That is what we 
should have done. That would have 
been the right course for the economy. 
That is what we proposed and they re-
jected. 

Second, on the notion that this 
President somehow proposed a 25-per-
cent increase for education, that is not 
so. The chart of the chairman of the 
Budget Committee shows very clearly 
the President proposed a 5-percent in-
crease—not a 25-percent increase, a 5- 
percent increase. Some of us do not 
think it is enough to deal with the edu-
cation challenge facing this country. 

Third, the majority leader is using 
language very loosely, and that is a 
dangerous thing to do. He is suggesting 
that somebody out here is talking 
about a tax increase. No one is talking 
about a tax increase—no one. What we 
are all talking about is significant tax 
reduction. We have even agreed on an 
amount of tax reduction for this year 
to provide stimulus. But we do believe 
that over the 10 years in the future the 
President’s tax cut is too big; that it 
threatens to put us back into deficit; 
that it threatens to raid the trust 
funds of Medicare and Social Security. 
And that is no longer just a worry; that 
has become a reality. 

The two amendments that have been 
adopted out here—to increase spending 
on prescription drugs and to increase 
spending on agriculture—because of 
the way they were done, raid the Medi-
care trust fund in the years 2005, 2006, 
2007, and 2008—and it is all in their 
numbers, and it is just as clear as it 
can be. They are into the trust funds 
already, exactly what we said would 
happen. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
Several Senators addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, the 

Senator from North Dakota is next, 
and he is yielded 12 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 111⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, would 
the distinguished Senator yield to me 
for 3 minutes? 

Mr. CONRAD. I cannot, I say to the 
Senator, because we have the prior 
agreement. Senator DORGAN has been 
here for 21⁄2 hours. 

Mr. BYRD. But I wanted to ask the 
majority leader a question while he 
was on the floor. 

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, this 
is a very interesting debate. You never 
know when you come to the floor of 
the Senate whether you are going to be 
informed or entertained. And some-
times it is a portion of both. 

I want to respond to a few things 
that my colleague from New Mexico 
said recently. I have great respect for 
him. He does quite a remarkable job 
steering the budget on that side of the 
aisle. 

A couple things. One, this surplus for 
10 years, if you listened to the Senator 
from New Mexico, and did not know it, 
you would believe that surplus was in a 
bank across the street. Why, that is 
money that is already here. That is 
locked in. We have that surplus han-
dled. 

The fact is, that surplus represents 
estimates by economists, some of 
whom cannot remember their home ad-
dress, but they know what is going to 
happen 2, 5, 10 years from now. We 
know better than that. 

My colleague mentioned Alan Green-
span. Ten months ago, Alan Greenspan 
increased interest rates 50 basis points. 
Why? Because he was worried our econ-
omy was growing too fast. Now he is 
worried we might be heading toward a 
recession. He could not see 10 months 
ahead. We can’t see 10 months ahead. I 
do not know, now maybe there is a 
Ouija board or tarot card or palm read-
er someone got ahold of someplace that 
gives them more confidence than the 
rest of us about what is going to hap-
pen in the future. 

I hope we have 10 years of surplus, 10 
years of economic growth, but I sure 
would not bank on it. We would be 
smart to be reasonably conservative in 
the way we deal with these estimates. 

But I want people to understand, 
when they listen to this debate, it is as 
if this surplus is in the bank, and it is 
not, and those who seem to allege it is 
know that it is not. That is No. 1. 

No. 2, my colleague said: We are 
going to collect $27 trillion in the com-
ing years; we surely can provide a rea-
sonable tax cut out of that. 

I do not think he meant to include 
$27 trillion. Madam President, $9 tril-
lion of that belongs to Social Security 
and Medicare. The people who pay that 
in, pay it in to a trust fund with the ex-
pectation that those who handle it will 
do so responsibly; that is, not spend it 
for other things but to save it in a 
trust fund. 

I do not expect that the Senator, or 
others, intend to say that $9 trillion is 
available to be discussed with respect 

to a tax cut, and yet they do. It is not 
right. They know that. 

Then the issue of debt. I want to talk 
about the education issue in a moment. 
I would like to ask my colleague from 
New Mexico a question. And I would 
ask my colleague from North Dakota a 
question. 

What I show you is a description of 
what President Bush sent us from the 
Office of Management and Budget. And 
this is the budget resolution we have 
on the floor. On page 5, line 19, it says: 
Public debt. Public debt grows from 
fiscal year 2001—that is the year we are 
in—$5.5 trillion, to fiscal year 2011, $6.7 
trillion. 

Let me show what it looks like on a 
graph. 

Now I will ask a question, if someone 
would come to the floor from the other 
side so we can examine why they say 
you can’t pay down additional debt: If 
during the 10 or 11 years of their budget 
resolution the gross debt is increasing, 
and if they say it is not, go to page 5, 
line 19 of their resolution. 

In fiscal year 2011, they say that 
gross public debt is going to be $6.7 
trillion. Is gross public debt increasing 
or is it decreasing? 

We know the answer to that. No one 
will come to the floor to talk about it. 
I hope my colleague, Senator CONRAD, 
will allow us some time when perhaps 
our colleagues are on the floor—the 
Senator from New Hampshire, who 
spoke on this at some length earlier, or 
the Senator from New Mexico, who said 
we can discuss this. 

There is not enough debt out there to 
repay? Maybe we can find some on page 
5 of your resolution. Maybe we ought 
to start paying a little on that. Be-
cause your debt is increasing. 

We will talk more about that when 
someone will show up to answer a ques-
tion. I hope we can have a discussion 
about that. 

I happen to think, when we talk 
about values, that one of the values we 
ought to think important is that if 
during tougher times you run up a 
debt, during better times you ought to 
try to pay it down. And debt is not just 
debt held by the public; it is all debt 
incurred by the Federal Government, 
all of the Federal Government’s liabil-
ities. And this, on page 5 of their own 
resolution, describes an increase of 
over $1.2 trillion in indebtedness or li-
ability by the Federal Government. 

Let me turn to this amendment be-
cause we are obviously not going to 
have a discussion about this at the mo-
ment. The question of whether ‘‘Leave 
No Child Behind’’ is a bumper sticker, 
a political slogan, or public policy, is 
what we will answer in this Chamber. 
Perhaps there are some who embrace 
all of that. There are some who cer-
tainly would use it as a bumper stick-
er; some as a political slogan. 

How many are there in this Chamber 
who will embrace ‘‘Leave No Children 
Behind’’ as public policy? That is the 
question. We can all describe our expe-
rience with education. And for those 
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who trash our education system—and 
there are many who do it all the time— 
I ask them, how do you think the 
United States of America came to this 
moment in history? How do you think 
we arrived at this moment? Might it 
not have been because we have a uni-
versal system of education in which we 
have a public education system that 
says every child in America—no matter 
from where they come, no matter how 
fat or thin the wallet of their parents, 
no matter their circumstances in life— 
can be whatever their God-given talent 
allows them to be as children of this 
great country? Isn’t that perhaps what 
has given us this opportunity to arrive 
at this moment in history? 

Do we have challenges in this system 
of education? You bet we do. Should we 
fix them and address them? Absolutely. 
Can we do that just by talking? No. No. 
It takes some money to keep good 
teachers. It does take some money to 
reduce classroom sizes so kids are in a 
classroom of 15 or 18 students, not 30 or 
35, so they are in a school that is well 
repaired, not in some sort of a trailer 
outside the school, in mobiles that are 
ill-equipped. 

We need to do right by our children. 
That is what this debate is about. My 
colleagues have offered an amendment 
I intend to support. I am happy to sup-
port it because it moves us in the right 
direction. You can’t talk about these 
issues without understanding a re-
quirement to address them boldly. 

It is interesting; all the debate on 
this is about spending. If you don’t be-
lieve that investment in our children is 
an investment in this country, then 
you don’t understand anything about 
the management of money. There is a 
difference between spending and in-
vesting. When we do right by our kids, 
when we strengthen America’s schools, 
we invest in this country’s future. It is 
just as simple as that. 

Some say this is a tradeoff, this is an 
offset issue; it is between tax cuts and 
education. We will have a debate about 
tax cuts at some point. I happen to 
think we should have a tax cut. My col-
league just described our offer to use 
this week for an immediate tax cut to 
provide some fiscal stimulus. The other 
side didn’t want to do that. Now we 
have heard they would like some fiscal 
stimulus. We offered that, but they 
didn’t want to do that. 

We will have a tax cut. We ought to 
do it in a way that is fair to all tax-
payers. We ought to do it in a manner 
that gives this economy a boost. It is 
not a circumstance where every single 
dollar is offset to make a choice be-
tween a tax cut or education. There are 
some of us who believe that if you add 
the payroll taxes paid by individuals 
and the income taxes paid by individ-
uals and if the top 1 percent of the 
American people who have done very 
well—and God bless them—paid 21 per-
cent of that, and the majority party 
says, we want to give 43 percent of the 
tax cuts to them, we say: Wait a sec-
ond. That is not something we ought to 
do. That is not a fair tax cut. 

We are going to have that debate at 
some point. But we ought to be able to 
provide a tax cut and also do right by 
our children and strengthen America’s 
schools. 

The Harkin amendment has $225 bil-
lion for education and also $225 billion 
for debt reduction because he also val-
ues not only investing in our kids by 
strengthening our schools but address-
ing this issue as well. 

My hope, I say to my colleague from 
North Dakota, Senator CONRAD, and 
also the distinguished chair of the 
Budget Committee, is that we can have 
a good discussion about this issue of 
debt, the increase in the gross Federal 
debt. I don’t know that we can have it 
at this moment because we are headed 
towards a vote. 

I would like very much to spend some 
time understanding how one 
rationalizes the increase in debt and 
the increase in liabilities in the Fed-
eral budget as outlined on page 5, line 
19, of the majority budget—an increase 
of $1.2 trillion in indebtedness—how 
one rationalizes that with this notion 
that we have $27 trillion, according to 
them, in income. 

We have surpluses that are almost 
locked in a bank, and they have the 
key in their pocket, and they have ap-
parently used a Ouija board to discern 
what is going to happen in the coming 
10 years. I would like to understand the 
rationale of all of this. I think it is 
time to talk straight about all of these 
things in terms of what we have avail-
able, do it conservatively, and then 
make cautious judgments about what 
will strengthen and improve this coun-
try. Yes, a tax cut will; I support one. 
Yes, paying down the Federal debt will, 
and I support that. And yes, investing 
in America’s schools will strengthen 
this country, and I believe we ought to 
do that as well. 

Madam President, this will be an in-
structive debate, and it will be an op-
portunity, as we vote, for people to tell 
us, is ‘‘Leave No Child Behind’’ a 
bumper sticker or is it real public pol-
icy this Senate embraces. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

The Senator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I 

believe I have 5 or 6 minutes remain-
ing; is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 6 minutes remaining. 

Mr. DOMENICI. We then go to a vote 
under the UC, as it exists. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mr. DOMENICI. So Senators should 
know that that is about the time we 
are going to vote. I want to make sure 
they know that because they have been 
waiting. 

First of all, I think we ought to be 
careful about accusing the other side of 
speaking loosely. I can see about 10 ex-
amples in my mind’s eye of saying they 
spoke loosely. I choose to say they 
spoke what they believed and we speak 
what we believe. I don’t think it is 

loosely; I think it is very deliberate, 
and it is very thoughtful on both sides. 

I have a rough estimate, so the 
American people will know. We are 
going to spend $44 billion on education 
this year, the National Government. 
We are going to spend $500 billion over 
the next decade. That is half a trillion 
dollars. So the point of it is, while 
some may not think that is enough— 
and maybe I would even join in saying 
we ought to do more—I think we are on 
a pretty good growth path for edu-
cation. And everybody should know 
that over the next decade we are a 
small contributor to education. That is 
the way it has been. We are between 6.5 
and 7.5 percent of public education. So 
everybody will know the dimension of 
our involvement. 

Nonetheless, we are going to spend 
half a trillion dollars. It will be grow-
ing substantially each year. The point 
I am trying to make is, at some point 
you have to raise the level of the con-
cern for the taxpayer to an equal level 
with those who would increase spend-
ing from what is already a very high 
level of spending. So the American peo-
ple should know we are spending a lot 
on education. It is going up each year. 
I just showed how much. And it is 
going to continue going up. Should we 
not at some point in time bring the 
taxpayer into this and say: OK, Mr. and 
Mrs. Hard Working American, would 
you like to get some of your tax dollars 
back or would you like for us to take 
every program that sounds good, no 
matter what the level of spending na-
tionally, and let’s add some more to it, 
and then we will consider you later on? 
I don’t think that is what the Amer-
ican taxpayer wants. 

In fact, I think they want a fair 
break out of this, and a fair break is 
over the next 10 years giving them 
back 6.4 percent of what they pay in in 
taxes. That is what we are talking 
about. When we get away from the big 
numbers and get into 6 cents out of 
every dollar, we are talking about 6 
percent, giving 6 percent of the tax 
taken from the taxpayer back to the 
taxpayer over the next decade when we 
are running very big surpluses. 

Frankly, I will answer one further in-
sinuation. The insinuation is that the 
Senator from New Mexico is talking 
about these surpluses as if they were 
there tomorrow. I believe they are as 
good estimates as we are ever going to 
get, and there is a high probability 
that they are going to be right. But if 
the estimates are not any good, then 
they ought not to be any good to add 
spending based on them either. 

So if you have something down here 
where you want to spend half that tax 
money on new programs, you ought to 
be thinking, maybe the tax surplus is 
not real. We don’t want you to think it 
is real because we don’t want you to 
use it for tax dollars, but we would like 
to use it for something else. 

With that, I yield back any time I 
might have. 

Mr. CONRAD. Is there any time re-
maining? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The vote 

is to occur at 3:20 by previous order. 
Mr. CONRAD. I ask that Senator 

HARKIN be given the last 2 minutes. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I object. I don’t 

know why we ought to do that. Then I 
get 2 minutes, too. You have been argu-
ing for about an hour more than we 
have on this amendment. I just think, 
being fair, we are finished. I yielded 
back my time. That is why we still 
have some time left. I could have still 
been talking. 

Mr. CONRAD. All right. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 185. 

Mr. CONRAD. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 53, 

nays 47, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 69 Leg.] 

YEAS—53 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Carnahan 
Carper 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Clinton 
Conrad 
Corzine 
Daschle 
Dayton 

Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Mikulski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—47 

Allard 
Allen 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Cochran 
Collins 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Ensign 
Enzi 

Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kyl 
Lugar 
McCain 
McConnell 
Miller 

Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

The amendment (No. 185) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I enter a 
motion to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was just agreed to. I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion has been entered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-
SIONS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, Senator 
BYRD has indicated he would like to 
have an exchange, a colloquy. This 
seems a good time to do it. I might say 

also, it would be our hope and intent 
now that we would go on to the next 
amendment. Senator SPECTER is ready 
with an amendment on NIH. So I hope 
we can—I talked to Senator DASCHLE 
about that—go ahead and proceed with 
the next amendment that was in order. 

I would be glad to respond to a ques-
tion or a comment Senator BYRD might 
have. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, may we 
have order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. 

The Senator from West Virginia. 
Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I thank the distin-

guished majority leader for his making 
possible an inquiry at this point. 

As Senators know, I am, I think, the 
Senator who has had more of a part in 
writing the Budget Reform Act than 
any other Senator who today serves in 
the Senate. I believe, with all my 
heart, that the reconciliation instruc-
tion process was never meant to be 
used as a procedure for cutting taxes. 
It has been my belief, from the begin-
ning, that the purpose of the reconcili-
ation process is to reduce deficits. And 
the process has been useful in that re-
gard over a period of several years. 

I am very concerned that the Senate 
is about to use the process in a way for 
which it was not intended. I think a 
point of order, if made, would nail in 
the precedent that it is quite all right 
to use the reconciliation process to cut 
taxes. So I do not want to do that. If, 
and when, that time comes, I prefer to 
just vote up or down and let the chips 
fall where they may. 

So I have a couple of questions I wish 
to ask of the distinguished majority 
leader. One would be in light of the fact 
that we only have, I believe, about 30 
hours remaining. 

Mr. REID. That is true. 
Mr. BYRD. And I feel sure the major-

ity leader is concerned about this as 
much as I am because I have already 
heard him say some things today that 
would lead me to believe that. 

My question would be—and he might 
not want to answer it at this point— 
but when are we going to get to the 
reconciliation vote on this concurrent 
resolution on the budget? When are we 
going to get to it? When we reach that 
point, we need some time to debate it. 
I would like to speak at least 45 min-
utes or an hour on that subject. 

Our time is being eaten up. I am not 
complaining about that except to say 
we are not going to have enough time 
to debate the most important question 
that will come before us unless we get 
to that matter soon. 

Another question which I wish to 
propound to the distinguished majority 
leader, I think it is very important 
that the Senate have before it the 
President’s budget before the Senate 
votes on final passage of the concur-
rent resolution on the budget. I think 
if we can see what is in the President’s 
budget, we will see that some pro-
grams, that are very important to Sen-

ators on both sides of the aisle, are 
probably going to be reduced in order 
to make way for the tax cut. I think 
Senators should know these things be-
fore they vote on this resolution that 
is before the Senate. 

I will not proceed further to make 
that case. I think it is a solid case, and 
I think there is every reason why Sen-
ators ought to have the budget at their 
fingertips before they cast that final 
vote. That has been my hope all along. 

The President had earlier indicated, I 
believe, that he would submit his budg-
et to the Congress on this past Monday, 
and then later changed his mind to say 
it would be sent up on the 9th, which 
will be next Monday. 

I must say, earlier I had thought, Mr. 
Leader, of using some dilatory tactics 
in order to put the Senate over to 
Wednesday. I watched the debate on 
the natural gas bill in 1977, at which 
time two Senators—Mr. Metzenbaum 
and Mr. Abourezk—kept this Senate 
from reaching a decision 13 days and 1 
night and still had hundreds of amend-
ments and just as many dilatory ac-
tions available as ever. 

I know it can be done. I know how to 
do it. But it was decided in the Demo-
cratic Caucus that we would not do 
that. We do, however, still need to see 
that budget. I think there is every rea-
son the American people should know 
what is in the President’s budget be-
fore their elected representatives in 
this body cast their votes in connec-
tion therewith. 

Consequently, I ask this question: 
Would it be possible—this will be a 
matter for both leaders, not just the 
majority leader, but mainly the major-
ity leader—would it be possible to put 
this matter over until next Wednesday, 
which would allow Monday for the 
President to send his budget up to the 
Congress and then would allow the 
Senate Tuesday and Wednesday in 
which to amend, to debate, and to 
make a final decision on the concur-
rent resolution on the budget? In the 
meantime a decision could be made 
with respect to the reconciliation reso-
lution as well. It might very well be 
that a time agreement could be worked 
out, and the majority leader has been 
interested in that. I have been inter-
ested in it. Mr. GRAMM and Mr. DOMEN-
ICI have expressed some interest in it. 
Mr. NICKLES has expressed interest, and 
others. 

I think there is every good reason 
why it might be wise to do that. A 
unanimous consent request hase been 
under consideration. The majority 
leader discussed this again with me 
briefly last night at the time of the re-
ception the Senate was having in honor 
of the spouses of the Senators. Would it 
be possible to delay final passage of the 
budget resolution until next Wednes-
day? I know it would inconvenience 
some Senators. But what is more im-
portant? The inconvenience to the Sen-
ators, or wisdom and the proper judg-
ment when it comes to casting our 
votes for those whom we represent? 
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I don’t think there is a Senator here 

who would disagree with my statement 
that, yes, there will be inconveniences, 
perhaps some trips would have to be 
canceled, but that is all in a day’s 
work. We get paid for our work. We 
have a responsibility to our people. 
Perhaps there will be no more impor-
tant vote that will be cast by the Sen-
ate than the vote on this concurrent 
budget resolution and the vote with re-
spect to the reconciliation process. 

That ends my question. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I believe 

there were actually several ideas or 
questions propounded there. I will try 
to respond as directly and as briefly to 
them as I can so we can go forward 
with the next amendment that is pend-
ing. 

First of all, as to when to take up the 
issue of reconciliation and the process 
for giving working people tax relief to 
be able to keep a little bit more of 
their money at home, I think clearly it 
needs to come relatively shortly, I as-
sume tomorrow, in whatever form it 
might be so that there will be ample 
time to discuss it fully. I know that 
Senators on both sides of the aisle will 
want to be heard on that. 

I must say that if we start down this 
trail of spending all the money, there 
won’t be anything left for tax relief 
anyway so we won’t need this rec-
onciliation process. I think clearly to 
have tax cut in reconciliation is some-
thing that we would like to have con-
sidered and would be prepared to act on 
it. But as the Senator knows, we would 
be willing to consider doing it another 
way, doing it the way it was done even 
back in the 1980s. We have offered an 
idea, a unanimous consent agreement 
to Senator BYRD, and I have discussed 
it with Senator DASCHLE. Senators on 
this side have looked at that. I thought 
perhaps we could get something 
worked out on that, and we could get 
that done. 

We would have to consult with the 
chairman of the Finance Committee 
and the ranking member on the Fi-
nance Committee, make sure every-
body understood how that would work 
and make sure that it would give us 
some of the important benefits that 
reconciliation gives you, even though 
it wouldn’t do it that way. 

We will be glad to continue to work 
with you and with others on the possi-
bility of doing it through a unanimous 
consent agreement. I have discussed 
this with Senator DOMENICI and with 
Senator GRASSLEY. They are inter-
ested, willing to work on it. They just 
want to make sure they know what is 
in it, and I think everybody on both 
sides wants to do that. 

As far as the President’s budget, we 
have the outlines of the main cat-
egories that the President is sug-
gesting. I guess if we waited later on, 
we would get line by line by line. I 
don’t think that is what a budget reso-
lution does. A budget resolution sets 
the broad categories and then we go 
forward. Then in the Appropriations 

Committee, for instance, they decide 
how much they are going to put in 
there for Interior or Transportation. I 
don’t believe the President dictates 
that. We have acted before when we 
didn’t have the President’s budget. 

As far as the idea of postponing it, 
there would be two or three problems 
with that. We had not indicated that 
we were thinking about doing that. We 
would have to check on both sides with 
100 Senators to make sure that their 
schedules could be changed to that ef-
fect. I suspect there would be a lot of 
resistance to it. We would have to 
check with both sides of the aisle on 
that. Worst of all, in my opinion, we 
need to move forward. We need to move 
forward with this budget resolution— 
good, bad, ugly. We ought to move it 
on into conference and see if we can get 
an agreement there and then come 
back and vote on it so we can get on 
with the substantive business. This 
just gives us the outlines of how we can 
proceed and then we get into the de-
tails: What we do on Medicare, what we 
do on defense, and what we do on tax 
policy. 

I think we ought to go ahead. I spoke 
earlier about my concern about the 
economy and the need for us to get this 
process on down the road so that we 
can be looking at taking some action 
on tax policy and on substantive 
issues, too. 

I see Senator DOMENICI. As chairman 
of the Budget Committee, I don’t want 
to try to respond to all of this. Some of 
it being in his jurisdiction, would he 
like to comment on this, too? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I surely don’t want 
to use much time. You have answered 
with the authority of the majority 
leader. I just wanted to say to you, Mr. 
Leader, and to you, Senator BYRD, I 
never in my wildest dreams thought we 
would finish this budget resolution 
without your spending an hour on a 
subject you think is most important; 
namely, reconciliation. We have al-
ready spent a lot of hours debating. 
Frankly, in my opinion, although the 
debates were luxurious, I think it 
would have served us well if you would 
have already taken an hour and I 
would have taken an hour and Senator 
CONRAD taken an hour and we dis-
cussed reconciliation. I don’t intend to 
get finished without that hour of de-
bate about what it is all about and 
what it means taking place. As soon as 
we can, I would be for working it out. 
Our leader thinks we should work it 
out on an issue that is formulated be-
fore the Senate. 

I do want to comment, since you 
have indicated two things. One, we 
should have the President’s budget 
first. That is OK. That is a good wish. 
I would suggest that when we had a 
new President named Bill Clinton, we 
didn’t have a budget before we ap-
proved the budget resolution, including 
the conference report on the budget 
resolution. Then we got a budget. I 
think there is precedent for a new 
President for us to proceed. 

Secondly, I think you did do more 
than, as much as anyone present here, 
of course, in drafting this 25-year old 
Budget Impoundment Act. Frankly, 
you have one version about reconcili-
ation that the Senator from New Mex-
ico, who has now used your product 
you developed with others—I have used 
it as chairman or ranking member or 
member for 25 years. So while you drew 
it, I have watched it implemented. 

I will present to the Senate my 
strong conviction that there is nothing 
in this act that precludes using rec-
onciliation for a tax decrease bill. I 
just wanted to make sure I amplified to 
that extent. 

Mr. BYRD. I don’t want to take a lot 
of time. Let me just say this: We can 
argue back and forth as to what has 
been done in the past. I think we have 
to deal with what is in the present. We 
have here ‘‘A Blueprint for New Begin-
nings.’’ My problem with this is that it 
is kind of a peekaboo budget. You see 
just a little of the budget. But what I 
see is disturbing. For example, with re-
spect to the research in fossil fuel, that 
is going to be cut. That is important to 
the energy resources of this Nation, 
particularly at this time. 

Now we have the clean coal tech-
nology program, for which the Presi-
dent has said he supports a $2 billion 
increase. That is well and good. But 
the problem is, as I look through this 
peekaboo budget, I find that much of 
the money he is going to put into clean 
coal technology is going to come out of 
fossil fuel research. That is important 
to coal, oil, and gas. That is just one 
thing of which I got a little glimpse. I 
think we will find the word ‘‘redirect’’ 
in this blueprint a number of times. 

I noted in the Washington Post of 
Sunday, April 1, that the Community 
Policing Service Program, COPS, 
would be cut by 13 percent, from $1 bil-
lion to about $850 million. I noted also 
in the New York Times—I believe, of 
yesterday—well, I don’t seem to have it 
at my fingertips, but some programs 
are going to be cut. I think Senators 
should know what programs are pro-
posed to be cut in the President’s budg-
et before they vote on final passage of 
this concurrent resolution on the budg-
et before us. 

I am going to take my seat soon, but 
for these reasons, which could be de-
bated at considerable length, I hope it 
will be possible to have the President’s 
budget before we take the final plunge 
on the concurrent resolution on the 
budget. It seems to me it isn’t too 
much to ask that that final action— 
perhaps the final 10 hours, if it could be 
worked out that way—be put over until 
next Tuesday or Wednesday. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for 
a question? 

Mr. BYRD. If I have the time, yes. 
Mr. REID. I say to the Senator, I ap-

preciate very much directing his atten-
tion to this. I think we would be better 
off putting this off until we got back 
from the break. I think we have 30 
hours left. Everybody is trying to fin-
ish this bill by tomorrow. In the back 
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room, I say to the ranking member of 
the Appropriations Committee, we 
have over 120 amendments just on our 
side. You know, unless we have some 
time to work this out, there is going to 
be a big vote-athon. We need to do this 
with wisdom and discretion and have a 
document before making a decision. 

I think the Senator is right on the 
ball, right in the direct line in which 
we should be going. This is so impor-
tant, I would be willing to cancel what 
I have next week in Nevada and do 
this. But if people are unwilling to do 
that, let’s do it after we come back, set 
it at a certain time and have a unani-
mous consent agreement that we can 
complete this thing in a matter of a 
day or two. People would feel better 
about it. We can sift through the 120 
amendments and get to what really 
needs to be done. 

Senator CONRAD has done a wonderful 
job of managing this bill. I don’t know 
of anybody who has ever managed a 
bill better than he has. But with these 
time constraints and big things such as 
debt reduction, defense, reconciliation, 
his hands are tied to manage this bill 
properly. I certainly think the Senator 
from West Virginia is headed in the 
right direction. 

Mr. DOMENICI. If the Senator will 
yield to me for a moment, and I under-
stand the ranking member wants to 
speak. What I have here is also a peek-
aboo budget, but it is not President 
Bush’s, it is President Clinton’s. It is a 
peekaboo budget, borrowing your ex-
pression. It is ‘‘A Vision of Change for 
America,’’ but it is not a budget. 

Mr. BYRD. That is right. 
Mr. DOMENICI. This was sent up 

here on February 17, and in a mar-
velous show of support for the new 
President, before any budget was forth-
coming, a budget resolution was adopt-
ed based on this peekaboo budget. 

Mr. BYRD. That is a peekaboo budg-
et. 

Mr. DOMENICI. It went to conference 
for him, and it came back as a con-
ferred-upon bill. So we are kind of used 
to looking at what you all do, and then 
when you are doing something really 
borderline spectacular, we say we 
would like to be a mimic. You did it in 
such a great fashion for him, we want-
ed to do a little bit for President Bush. 

Mr. BYRD. I wish the distinguished 
chairman of the Budget Committee, 
however, had had a markup in the com-
mittee, as was the case when that 
peekaboo budget was sent up here in 
1993. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes. 
Mr. BYRD. The Senator will admit, 

will he not, that the Budget Committee 
did, in that instance, 1993, have a 
markup in the committee and then re-
ported that measure out of the com-
mittee with a report? And I assume the 
minority was allowed to publish its 
views. Would the Senator respond? Was 
that not the case with that 1993 peek-
aboo budget? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Indeed, it was. 
Mr. BYRD. In the case of that 1993 

peekaboo budget, did the committee, in 

that instance, report out a bill? Did it 
mark up the bill? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes, it did. 
Mr. BYRD. If it did, why doesn’t the 

Senator, who admires that role model, 
wish to have a markup in the com-
mittee and report out a concurrent res-
olution on this budget? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator, I tried to 
explain the difference. You had the lux-
ury of a majority here in the Senate. In 
fact, you had three votes more than a 
majority. We went in the Budget Com-
mittee not even stephen. Everybody al-
ready made up their minds. You had a 
majority of Democrats willing to vote 
out a Presidential budget when Repub-
licans didn’t want it. So it is the same 
thing I had, except it turns out 11–11, 
an equal number. So there is a very big 
difference. 

Mr. BYRD. There is a difference, but, 
with all due respect, that is no reason 
not to have a markup. Just because the 
people saw fit to make it 50/50 in this 
Senate, that is no reason to avoid hav-
ing a markup in committee. We have a 
responsibility to the people who send 
us here to have a markup in the com-
mittee. 

The point I am trying to make is 
that we ought to see the President’s 
budget. It would not be asking too 
much of all of us, I don’t think, to hold 
over until next Tuesday or Wednesday 
to complete action on this concurrent 
resolution on the budget. Let us see 
the President’s budget. 

While I have the floor—and then I 
will sit down—I have the New York 
Times of Wednesday, April 4. I will 
read the headline: ‘‘Bush Budget on 
Health Care Would Cut Aid to Unin-
sured.’’ 

That is one example of why I think 
the Senate ought to have the Presi-
dent’s budget. We don’t know what is 
in it. 

Mr. CONRAD. Would the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. BYRD. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. CONRAD. Isn’t it true that while 

President Clinton had not submitted a 
full budget, he had submitted sufficient 
detail so the cost of his budget pro-
posals could be estimated by the Com-
mittee on the Budget, the CBO, the 
Joint Committee on Taxation, and so 
the Senate, acting in 1993, had all of 
the reestimates done that told us the 
cost of his proposal? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes, absolutely. 
Mr. CONRAD. And is it not true as 

well that President Bush has not sub-
mitted sufficient detail for the Con-
gressional Budget Office or the Joint 
Committee on Taxation to do the re-
estimates that were done on the pre-
vious President’s budget, so we do not 
have those reestimates; isn’t that true? 

Mr. BYRD. The Senator is pre-
eminently correct. 

Mr. CONRAD. I will go on, if I can, 
when we look at the level of detail that 
has been provided by President Bush 
versus President Clinton, there is a 
very stark and glaring set of dif-
ferences. For example, the Clinton doc-

ument had tables that provided year- 
by-year budget numbers for 68 specific 
proposals to reduce discretionary 
spending. 

The tables also included the year-by- 
year numbers for 90 specific proposals 
to cut mandatory spending. 

The budget also provided year-by- 
year detail for proposed increases in 
spending. 

The Bush budget does not provide 
any year-by-year numbers for specific 
proposed changes in discretionary 
spending; is that not the case? 

Mr. BYRD. Oh, absolutely; no ques-
tion about it; absolutely. 

Mr. CONRAD. So to compare 1993 to 
this year does not really stack up, does 
not hold up under much scrutiny be-
cause, as the Senator from West Vir-
ginia has made so clear, we had full re-
estimates then of the cost of the Presi-
dent’s tax-and-spending proposals, suf-
ficient detail for the Congressional 
Budget Office and the Joint Committee 
on Taxation to tell us what those costs 
were. We do not have it now. And we 
had a full Budget Committee markup 
then. We do not have any Budget Com-
mittee markup now. 

The fact is, we do not have sufficient 
detail from the President to have the 
kind of objective independent analysis 
done to inform the Senate of the cost 
of the President’s tax-and-spending 
proposals. 

Mr. BYRD. Absolutely. Moreover, 
that was a budget for 5 years. That was 
a 5-year plan in 1993. This is a 10-year 
plan. Additionally, the resolution was 
used in that instance to reduce deficits, 
not to increase them. 

Finally, my good friend from New 
Mexico speaks of that 1993 budget as a 
role model. Not one of the Senators on 
that side of the aisle voted for it. Not 
one Republican in the House voted for 
it. 

What did it do? It put the Nation on 
the course for reduction of the deficits 
and for the accumulation of huge pro-
jected surpluses. Whether they ever 
materialize or not is another question. 
But what are we so afraid of? Why is 
this Senate afraid to see the Presi-
dent’s budget? 

Mr. CONRAD. We were promised the 
President’s budget, were we not? We 
were promised it was going to be here 
on April 2 before we took up a budget 
resolution on the floor. And presto 
disto, the next thing we know, there is 
no budget until April 9 when we have 
completed action. It is a very unusual 
circumstance. 

If we are going to be fair and objec-
tive about comparing 1993 to now, we 
will see there are very significant dif-
ferences. Most significant, we have had 
no budget markup in the committee, 
and there was sufficient detail on what 
President Clinton sent us that the Con-
gressional Budget Office and the Joint 
Committee on Taxation were able to 
give us an objective independent anal-
ysis of the cost of the President’s 
spending-and-tax proposals which we 
do not have here. We do not have them. 
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Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 

the very able majority leader for his 
courtesy in calling attention to the in-
quiry I had previously indicated I 
wanted to make, and for his listening 
to it. I am sure he will give some con-
sideration to it. I hope he will. And I 
hope all Senators will be willing to 
consider the request to go over until 
next Tuesday or Wednesday so that we 
might have the benefit of having the 
information that is in the President’s 
budget. 

I am sure it is not very far away. It 
is probably on the printing presses 
within three blocks of this Chamber 
right now. If they plan to have it up 
here next Monday, it is available some-
where right now. 

I thank the majority leader for enter-
taining my request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I un-
derstand the distinguished Senator 
from Pennsylvania is going to go next. 
I did not want to keep burdening Sen-
ator BYRD with my statements. He has 
made his. I want to make mine. 

I ask unanimous consent to print in 
the RECORD the introduction of the 
President’s revenue proposals by the 
Joint Committee on Taxation, March 8, 
1993. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

INTRODUCTION 
This pamphlet, prepared by the staff of the 

Joint Committee on Taxation, provides a 
summary of the revenue provisions included 
in the President’s budget proposal, as sub-
mitted to the Congress on February 17, 1993. 

The provisions summarized in this pam-
phlet are those revenue proposals contained 
in the Department of the Treasury docu-
ment, Summary of the Administration’s 
Revenue Proposals, February 1993 (‘‘Treas-
ury document’’). The pamphlet also summa-
rizes three other revenue proposals included 
in the Office of Management and Budget doc-
ument, A Vision of Change for America, Feb-
ruary 17, 1993 (‘‘OMB document’’), that would 
amend the Internal Revenue Code: taxation 
of social security benefits; increase of inland 
waterways fuel excise tax; and use of Harbor 
Maintenance Trust Fund amounts for admin-
istrative expenses. 

The pamphlet descriptions of the Presi-
dent’s proposals are taken without modifica-
tion from the Treasury document and the 
OMB document. The pamphlet summary de-
scription includes present law and a ref-
erence to any recent prior Congressional ac-
tion on the topic and whether the proposal 
(or a similar proposal) was included in recent 
budget proposals (fiscal years 1990–1993). Part 
I of the pamphlet summarizes the revenue- 
reduction proposals from the Treasury docu-
ment; Part II summarizes the revenue-rais-
ing proposals from the Treasury document; 
and Part III summarizes three additional 
revenue proposals from the OMB document. 

The Treasury document’s introductory 
statement indicates that ‘‘[t]he descriptions 
included in this report are not intended to be 
final. Many of the proposals will be revised 
in the process of finalizing the Administra-
tion’s fiscal year 1994 Budget. The descrip-
tions are also not intended to be comprehen-
sive. Numerous details, such as rules relat-
ing to the prevention of abusive transactions 
and the limitation of tax benefits consistent 

with the principles of the proposals, will be 
provided in connection with the presentation 
of the Budget and upon submission of legisla-
tion to implement the Administration’s 
plan.’’ 

Further, the Treasury document states 
that ‘‘[i]n addition to the proposals summa-
rized in this report, the Administration also 
supports initiatives to promote sensible and 
equitable administration of the internal rev-
enue laws. These include simplification, good 
governance and technical correction pro-
posals.’’ 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, that 
is the Joint Committee’s introduction 
on President Clinton’s tax package 
that was considered, voted on, passed, 
went to conference with the House and 
passed, and this is all they could say 
about what the President submitted: 

The Treasury document’s introductory 
statement indicates that ‘‘[t]he descriptions 
included in this report are not intended to be 
final. Many of the proposals will be revised 
in the process of finalizing the Administra-
tion’s fiscal year 1994 Budget. The descrip-
tions are also not intended to be comprehen-
sive. Numerous details, such as . . . limita-
tion of tax benefits consistent with the prin-
ciples of the proposals, will be provided in— 

And it goes on. 
I want everybody to know, according 

to the tax Web site, no tax revenue ta-
bles were available with reference to 
President Clinton’s budget until way 
past the time the budget resolution 
was considered. As a matter of fact, the 
first tax tables were not made avail-
able to the Ways and Means Committee 
until May 4 of 1993, the second tables 
on June 17, 1993, and we had already 
produced the budget resolution in both 
Houses, gone to conference, and adopt-
ed it. 

I do not care to go on forever. I be-
lieve we ought to treat President Bush, 
as well as Republicans and Members of 
the Senate, as President Clinton was 
treated when he was a so-called brand 
new President. 

We will proceed, and I want the 
RECORD to show, and I will put the let-
ter in tomorrow, that every member of 
the Budget Committee on the Repub-
lican side asked the chairman, this 
chairman, not to consider markup be-
cause they said it would not yield any 
fruitful results. While that is my deci-
sion, I want everybody to know I did 
not make it singularly. I had a pretty 
good backing from Republicans who did 
not think it would amount to anything 
other than long, protracted debates 
and nothing positive would be accom-
plished. 

Before we proceed and I yield to my 
friend from Pennsylvania, I was asked 
by the majority leader to propose what 
I assume is a usual consent request. 

f 

CONDITIONAL ADJOURNMENT OF 
THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES AND A CONDITIONAL RE-
CESS OR ADJOURNMENT OF THE 
SENATE 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to H. Con. Res. 93, the adjourn-
ment resolution and that the resolu-

tion be agreed to and the motion to re-
consider be laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the concurrent resolu-
tion by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 93) 
providing for a conditional adjournment of 
the House of Representatives and a condi-
tional recess or adjournment of the Senate. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
concurrent resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection the concurrent resolution is 
agreed to. 

The concurrent resolution (H. Con. 
Res. 93) was agreed to, as follows: 

H. CON. RES. 93 
Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 

Senate concurring), That when the House ad-
journs on the legislative day of Wednesday, 
April 4, 2001, or Thursday, April 5, 2001, on a 
motion offered pursuant to this concurrent 
resolution by its Majority Leader or his des-
ignee, it stand adjourned until 2 p.m. on 
Tuesday, April 24, 2001, or until noon on the 
second day after Members are notified to re-
assemble pursuant to section 2 of this con-
current resolution, whichever occurs first; 
and that when the Senate recesses or ad-
journs at the close of business on Friday, 
April 6, 2001, Saturday, April 7, 2001, Sunday, 
April 8, 2001, or Monday, April 9, 2001, on a 
motion offered pursuant to this concurrent 
resolution by its Majority Leader or his des-
ignee, it stand recessed or adjourned until 
noon on Monday, April 23, 2001, or until such 
time on that day as may be specified by its 
Majority Leader or his designee in the mo-
tion to recess or adjourn, or until noon on 
the second day after Members are notified to 
reassemble pursuant to section 2 of this con-
current resolution, whichever occurs first. 

SEC. 2. The Speaker of the House and the 
Majority Leader of the Senate, acting jointly 
after consultation with the Minority Leader 
of the House and the Minority Leader of the 
Senate, shall notify the Members of the 
House and the Senate, respectively, to reas-
semble whenever, in their opinion, the public 
interest shall warrant it. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania. 
f 

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET FOR 
THE UNITED STATES GOVERN-
MENT FOR FISCAL YEARS 2001– 
2011—Continued 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, at the 

outset, let me say to the distinguished 
Senator from West Virginia, who holds 
an extraordinary record in this body, 
and asked me 45 minutes ago if I would 
mind yielding for a question, I want 
the RECORD to show that I agreed to 
yield for a question. I had no idea that 
the answer would be so long, Mr. Presi-
dent. I thought it worthy of note. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if my dear 
friend will yield briefly, just that I 
might apologize to him for the ques-
tions having gone on and on and the 
answers and the joining by other Sen-
ators, which I think added to the im-
portance of the question. I think we 
performed a service. I certainly thank 
the Senator most kindly. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, like 
the incident with the Navy plane, no 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES3400 April 4, 2001 
apology is in order. I have worked with 
the distinguished Senator from West 
Virginia for many years when he was 
the Democratic leader and then major-
ity leader, President pro tempore, and 
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee. I greatly admire what he has 
done. 

I sat and listened to the whole pro-
ceeding, but I thought it was worth 
just a minute of the Senate’s time to 
note I yielded for a question and 45 
minutes later I got the floor. 

AMENDMENT NO. 186 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPEC-
TER], for himself, Mr. HARKIN, Ms. MIKULSKI, 
Ms. COLLINS, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. KERRY, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mr. DEWINE, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. 
SARBANES, and Ms. SNOWE proposes an 
amendment numbered 186. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: Increase discretionary health 

funding by $700,000,000) 

On page 28, line 23, increase the amount by 
$700,000,000. 

On page 28, line 24, increase the amount by 
$700,000,000. 

On page 43, line 15, decrease the amount by 
$700,000,000. 

On page 43, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$700,000,000. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, this is 
an amendment which adds $700 million 
to increase the health function in this 
resolution to assure that the funding 
for the National Institutes of Health be 
doubled by the year 2003 as provided for 
in a resolution of the Senate which 
goes back to 1997, a 98–0 resolution that 
we double the funding for the National 
Institutes of Health. The offset for the 
$700 million comes from the 920 ac-
count, I am advised, which is allow-
ances on administrative costs across 
the board. 

The funding for the National Insti-
tutes of Health is a priority second to 
none. There is nothing more important 
than health. The National Institutes of 
Health have made extraordinary 
progress in their efforts to combat the 
most serious maladies which confront 
Americans, and for that matter, people 
around the world. Among those dis-
eases, including, but not necessarily 
limited to, are Alzheimer’s disease, 
Parkinson’s, epilepsy, cancer of the 
prostate, breast cancer, cervical can-
cer, leukemia, melanoma, hearing re-
search, heart disease, stroke, AIDS, 
and diabetes. I could go on and on and 
on. 

Our effort to secure this funding has 
been a rather bumpy road. We have 
managed to persevere. In 1998, Senator 
HARKIN and I led the attack with a res-

olution to add $1.1 billion to the health 
function and the amendment was de-
feated 63–37. We came back the next 
year, having sustained that loss for $1 
billion and doubled the request to $2 
billion. Again the amendment was de-
feated, but this time by a lesser vote of 
57–41. 

In those 2 years, notwithstanding the 
failure of our efforts to get an increase 
in the budget resolution, we took out 
our sharp pencils and as a matter of 
priorities allocated the extra billion in 
fiscal year 1998 and the $2 billion extra 
in fiscal year 1999. In fiscal year 2000 
we, again, offered an amendment to the 
budget resolution, this time of $1.4 bil-
lion to the health function over and 
above the $600 million which had been 
provided by the Budget Committee. 
This time we lost again by a narrowing 
vote of 47–52. Again, we found the extra 
funds as a matter of priority by allo-
cating funds within the overall budget 
for the subcommittee which has juris-
diction over labor, health, human serv-
ices, and education. 

In fiscal year 2001, we offered an 
amendment to the budget resolution to 
add $1.6 billion to the health function. 
This time, for the first time, the budg-
et resolution was passed 55–45. Our ef-
forts were rewarded with increases over 
that 4-year period of affirmative votes: 
37, to 41, to 47, and finally to 55. 

This year, on February 13, Senator 
HARKIN and I had as additional cospon-
sors Senators BREAUX, COCHRAN, COL-
LINS, DEWINE, FRIST, HUTCHINSON, MI-
KULSKI, MURRAY, SANTORUM, SARBANES, 
SCHUMER, and SNOWE on S. Res. 19, the 
Biomedical Revitalization Resolution 
of 2001. 

This year the administration has 
come forward with $2.750 billion, so it 
was necessary only to increase by $700 
million. We could not do a figure in 
less than $100 million amounts under 
the resolution rules which would en-
able us to come to the $3.4 billion tar-
get which is necessary to keep us on 
the path to doubling the NIH budget 
within the 5-year period as called for in 
the resolution from 1997 which, as I 
say, passed 98–0. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time in opposition? 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, would 

the Senator from Pennsylvania yield 
for questions on my time? 

Mr. SPECTER. I yield. 
Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Senator 

from Pennsylvania for his leadership 
on this issue. He has brought this body 
a long way. We have seen it over a 
number of years by his persistence and 
persuasion. I publicly acknowledge the 
leadership he has provided in an area 
that is critically important. I have 
seen in the lives of some of my con-
stituents how important the NIH can 
be and what an incredible contribution 
it has made to improving health re-
search and extending the longevity of 
the lives of the American people. The 
Senator from Pennsylvania can be very 
proud of his advocacy. 

As I understand the Senator’s amend-
ment, it provides $700 million to the 
National Institutes of Health in the fis-
cal year 2002, is that correct? 

Mr. SPECTER. Yes. 
Mr. CONRAD. The source of funding 

for that would be out of the projected 
surplus for that year? 

Mr. SPECTER. No, as I am advised 
by the experts, out of the 920 account 
which covers allowances and adminis-
trative costs. 

Mr. CONRAD. If that is the case, I 
think it may well be we will support 
that amendment on this side. I have to 
check with other colleagues, as I am 
sure the Senator is aware, in order to 
give that answer. We are in the process 
of doing that. Perhaps as we go 
through that process of checking with 
other Senators, we can find out what 
their disposition is. We may be able to 
either accept this amendment or go to 
a quick vote on this amendment. We 
will try to get an answer quickly. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from North Dakota for 
those comments. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. CONRAD. The Senator from Iowa 

has arrived. 
Mr. HARKIN. I seek time to speak on 

behalf of this amendment of my col-
league. 

Mr. CONRAD. I yield 10 minutes to 
the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. SPECTER. If the Senator from 
Iowa will yield, I talked about the co-
sponsors of the earlier resolution we of-
fered. Let me note that I have offered 
this on behalf of Senators HARKIN, 
HUTCHINSON, MIKULSKI, COLLINS, LAN-
DRIEU, KERRY, WELLSTONE, MURRAY, 
DEWINE, SNOWE, and Senator SAR-
BANES, as well as myself. 

I yield to my colleague from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to stand with my colleague and 
subcommittee chairman, Senator SPEC-
TER, to offer this important amend-
ment to the budget resolution. We 
stand at the cusp of a revolution that I 
believe will result in the overthrow of 
disease and disability in this country. 
At no time in our history have we been 
so close to major advances in the fight 
against killer diseases. Every day we 
read about major breakthroughs in 
medical research: AIDS vaccine, decod-
ing the DNA letters that make up the 
human genome, new therapy for breast 
cancer, less invasive surgical tech-
niques. This resolution is a direct re-
sult of our investment in medical re-
search. 

Four years ago the Senate went on 
record 98–0 committing to double the 
NIH budget over 5 years. We are well 
on our way to doing that. Over the past 
3 years, Senator SPECTER and I have 
made good on that pledge by providing 
the biggest increases ever for medical 
research. Last year we were able to 
provide an unprecedented $2.5 billion, 
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or 15-percent increase, for NIH. We 
worked hard to make it happen, and I 
thank all of my Senate colleagues, 
both Republicans and Democrats, who 
worked with us on this historic accom-
plishment. 

Unfortunately, if we pass this budget 
resolution as it is, we will fall short of 
the 15-percent increase needed to main-
tain the commitment that 98 Senators 
made to doubling the NIH budget over 
5 years. But if we pass this budget reso-
lution as it is, we will fall short of 
keeping that commitment. 

This budget resolution in fact short-
changes Americans’ health. At the 
same time, this budget skimps on basic 
investments in America’s health care. 
It also cuts taxes for the wealthiest 1 
percent of Americans by almost $700 
billion. What this budget should do is 
spend the additional $3.4 billion needed 
to ensure that all Americans, no mat-
ter what income, can live healthy and 
productive lives. In this budget, that is 
only .4 percent of a tax cut for the 
wealthiest; .4 percent of the tax cut 
just for the wealthiest Americans 
would help us fulfill our commitment 
of doubling medical research at NIH. 

In the next 30 years the number of 
Americans over age 65 will double. 
Medical research and its discoveries 
are essential to reduce the enormous 
economic and social toll posed by 
chronic diseases that impact our elder-
ly, from Alzheimer’s and arthritis, to 
cancer, Parkinson’s, and stroke dis-
ease. 

Let’s take Alzheimer’s disease. Just 
the other day Senator SPECTER chaired 
a hearing with researchers doing cut-
ting-edge work on Alzheimer’s, and we 
also had patients there, some of whom 
were diagnosed as having Alzheimer’s. 
One of the witnesses was John 
Wagenaar of Georgia, IA. He was diag-
nosed with Alzheimer’s at age 60, at 
the prime of his life, working at a man-
ufacturing plant, taking pride in his 
children and grandchildren, looking 
forward to retirement. But in spite of 
this devastating diagnosis, he is a 
lucky man. Thanks to medical re-
search, he can now take a pill that has 
slowed the course of the disease so now 
he can even continue to work and 
enjoy his family. John Wagenaar can 
hope, along with the rest of us, that a 
drug will soon come on the market 
that will not just slow Alzheimer’s dis-
ease but actually stop it. 

Researchers have made extraordinary 
advances in recent years. A decade 
ago—just 10 years ago—there were no 
Alzheimer’s drugs on the market. 
Today there are four, and more are on 
the way. Scientists have developed a 
vaccine. We saw startling pictures of 
this at our hearing yesterday. When 
tested on mice, it takes away, it wards 
off, the brain-clogging deposits that 
are associated with Alzheimer’s. Plans 
are now underway to test this vaccine 
in humans. 

We are clearly on the verge of break-
throughs on Alzheimer’s and in other 
areas. At no time in our history have 

we been so close to major advances in 
the fight against killer diseases. Now is 
the time to boost our investment to 
make sure our Nation’s top scientists 
can turn these dreams into reality. 

The amendment Senator SPECTER has 
offered, which I am proud to cosponsor, 
is very simple. It ensures the budget 
resolution will include $3.4 billion for 
the National Institutes of Health for 
fiscal year 2002. It is a commonsense 
amendment. It is bipartisan. It is the 
right thing to do. We have gone too far 
now to cut back and to slow down. Mil-
lions of Americans, our families, our 
loved ones, our friends, and our neigh-
bors all over this country are counting 
on us not to back down in this fight 
against the diseases that still plague 
us. 

As I said, we have made major strides 
against Alzheimer’s, Parkinson’s dis-
ease, stroke disease. We have made 
great strides in doing things that help 
alleviate the struggle many people 
have with mental illness. We have 
come a long way. Now we are on the 
cusp of finding the interventions, the 
vaccines, the drugs that will alleviate 
this human suffering and make life bet-
ter for so many people. Now is not the 
time to turn back. 

This budget resolution before us 
would say that investing in NIH is not 
that important. This budget resolution 
says investing in medical research is 
not as important as giving a big tax 
cut to people who make over $1 million 
a year. 

I disagree with that priority. I be-
lieve the priority is elsewhere. Mr. 
President, .4 percent, that is all it 
takes. Four-tenths of 1 percent of the 
tax cuts of those Americans in the top 
1-percent bracket would pay for us 
keeping our commitment to fund med-
ical research at NIH. 

I wholeheartedly support this amend-
ment. I hope it has strong bipartisan 
support on the Senate floor. 

I yield my time. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, a quick 

word on why I voted against the Spec-
ter amendment which made extra room 
in the budget for $700 million in Na-
tional Institutes of Health research 
spending. 

I voted against the NIH amendment 
not because I oppose the valuable re-
search that NIH does, but rather be-
cause I wanted to draw attention to 
the fact that we risk focusing on NIH 
spending to the exclusion of other im-
portant initiatives. 

Biomedical research at NIH is impor-
tant, but we must recognize we have 
other priorities as well. 

The NIH is important, but so is the 
basic scientific research that we do at 
the National Science Foundation. 
Basic research is the foundation on 
which applied science and technology 
rests. Understanding how the world 
works has applications in every field, 
including health. Without increased 
funding for basic research, we will soon 
find that our basic scientific under-
standing is too limited to get the max-

imum value from the applied research 
NIH does. 

The NIH is important, but so are 
community health centers. These local 
clinics provide basic primary care serv-
ices to close to 12 million Americans at 
over 3,000 sites in medically-under-
served urban and rural communities 
across the country. Yet the demand is 
still great—millions are still unin-
sured, and millions more simply don’t 
have access to health care providers. 
The NIH does great work expanding the 
high-tech envelope of medicine, but the 
people that health centers serve often 
cannot get even low-tech services like 
immunizations and basic doctor visits. 

The NIH is important, but so are 
children’s hospitals. These priceless re-
sources care for our sickest children, 
train a significant portion of our chil-
dren’s doctors, and themselves perform 
much of the pediatric research that 
NIH funds. But for three decades we 
have not treated these children’s 
teaching hospitals fairly. Through the 
Medicare program, we have provided 
billions of dollars to help other teach-
ing hospitals train physicians. But 
until recently, we barely gave chil-
dren’s hospitals pocket change to sup-
port their physician training. We still 
do not have parity between children’s 
hospitals and other teaching hospitals, 
we need to get there. 

I support the President’s budget and 
his tax cut, and thus I supported this 
budget resolution, at least as it was in-
troduced. Knowing that the appropria-
tions bills that actually provide funds 
for all of these priorities will be writ-
ten later this year, I was content to 
bide my time and deal with funding to-
tals then. 

But when the NIH amendment was 
brought up earlier, I started to worry. 
Would our focus during this debate be 
only on the NIH, and not in other 
areas? Would this mean that later ap-
propriations bills thus focus only on 
the NIH and ignore others areas? 
Would the NIH become the guest at the 
dinner party who stays too long and 
eats everyone else’s food? We must not 
let this happen. 

We voted to make room in the budget 
for a total increase in NIH spending of 
$3.5 billion, more than 16 percent above 
the current spending level. None of 
these other important programs, the 
National Science Foundation, commu-
nity health centers, children’s hos-
pitals, receive anywhere close to that 
much of an increase. 

In the remaining time here on the 
budget resolution, I intend to offer 
amendments that will address each of 
these priorities. I hope the Senate will 
recognize that they are just as impor-
tant as the vital work the NIH does. 
And I hope to see those amendments 
pass in a similarly overwhelming way. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, what-
ever time Senator SPECTER had I yield 
back. 

Mr. CONRAD. We yield back our time 
on our side as well. 
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Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

for the yeas and nays on behalf of Sen-
ator SPECTER. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have already been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll to ascertain the 
presence of a quorum. 

The senior assistant bill clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ALLARD). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

The question is on agreeing to 
amendment No. 186. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

The result was announced—yeas 96, 
nays 4, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 70 Leg.] 
YEAS—96 

Akaka 
Allard 
Allen 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Cantwell 
Carnahan 
Carper 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Clinton 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Corzine 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
Dayton 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 

Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 

Lott 
Lugar 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Miller 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—4 

Bond 
Gregg 

Smith (NH) 
Voinovich 

The amendment (No. 186) was agreed 
to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Under the agreement, 
is the next business of the Senate the 
Landrieu-Cleland amendment on na-
tional defense? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mr. CONRAD. How much time is 
available on that amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One hour 
evenly divided; 30 minutes per side. 

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Louisiana. 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I will 

be sending an amendment to the desk 

in just a few moments on behalf of my-
self and Senator CARNAHAN to correct 
the RECORD. We will be offering this 
amendment together this afternoon, 
along with Senator CORZINE, Senator 
BREAUX, Senator LIEBERMAN, Senator 
LEVIN, Senator GRAHAM, Senator NEL-
SON, and Senator REED. There may be 
others who will be joining us in offer-
ing what we hope will be a bipartisan 
amendment because this is surely a 
principle that both Democrats and Re-
publicans have supported for many 
years. 

Before I get to my prepared remarks, 
I thank my colleagues, Senator CONRAD 
and Senator DOMENICI, for their fine 
work in handling this debate. I will 
begin by giving a very graphic descrip-
tion of our national defense outlays as 
a share of GDP. 

It is helpful for our party, for the 
other side, and for our constituents to 
understand that these numbers have 
varied widely and fluctuated dramati-
cally based on the current needs and 
crisis at hand. 

As my colleagues can see, we were 
spending in the 1940s almost 40 percent 
of our gross domestic product when 
this country geared up to fight the 
greatest war machine ever built in the 
history of the world, when we defended 
the world. Then we came down to a low 
of below 5 percent as we recovered from 
that war and then had to invest again 
for the Korean war. 

This number has fluctuated wildly. I 
hope this chart can be seen clearly be-
cause it is very important for the pub-
lic to get a sense of this debate and to 
understand why this amendment is so 
important and why I am hoping we will 
have many Members support it. 

This is an effort to improve the budg-
et resolution we are debating, and it is 
a very important debate clearly for the 
future of our Nation. 

As one can see, we came down a great 
amount in spending, of course, from 
the 1950s to the current year of 2001, 
and rightly so perhaps because we used 
this as a peace dividend. The world 
generally being at peace, we were able 
to contribute to our economy, to in-
vestments in other areas, and to stabi-
lizing our budget. This was done in a 
bipartisan fashion. 

We can see under President Reagan’s 
leadership these numbers went up 
slightly, which is referred to as the 
Reagan buildup, but the numbers have 
come down. Both candidates for Presi-
dent, Governor Bush and now, of 
course, President Bush, and Vice Presi-
dent Gore talked about the need to sta-
bilize this line, to make strategic in-
vestments now, to not allow this line 
to continue to slide because the world 
is not becoming safer. The cold war 
may be over, but there are still many 
challenges. 

In addition, there has been study 
upon study, speech upon speech given 
by our chairman, our ranking member, 
and members of the committee talking 
about the time to invest now in our 
military to help turn around this slid-

ing line; to help stabilize. Words they 
used: Let’s be reliable; let’s reinvest in 
our men and women; let’s increase mo-
rale; let’s improve housing; let’s re-
capitalize. This amendment is a mod-
est step toward that end. 

To remind all, during the 2000 elec-
tion campaign, President Bush made a 
very compelling national security ad-
dress at the Citadel, a military school 
with a rich tradition of history and 
honor. While we commonly refer to 
that as the ‘‘Citadel speech,’’ the 
speech has a name. President Bush en-
titled his remarks that day ‘‘A Period 
of Consequences.’’ 

That title is not just a casual de-
scriptive phrase. It has an important 
legacy. It was first used by a man fac-
ing the most consequential period in 
his nation’s history—Sir Winston 
Churchill. 

Assuming the reins of power at a 
time when Britain was threatened by 
the greatest war machine ever created, 
Churchill proclaimed: 

The era of procrastination, of half-meas-
ures, of soothing and baffling expedients, of 
delays, is coming to a close. In its place, we 
are entering a period of consequences. 

When he cited those remarks last 
September, President Bush was right. I 
agree with him, and so do many Mem-
bers in the Senate. 

Our military has reached a period of 
consequences, and many difficult deci-
sions need to be made. I will ask the 
Senate today to make one of those im-
portant decisions. This body will go on 
record with a clear choice of priority: 
we can either spend everything we have 
or think we have in a surplus that has 
not yet materialized or we can give 
commonsense tax relief, a realistic 
level of tax relief and also—which is 
most important—have money to make 
some strategic investments in one par-
ticular area with known shortfalls, and 
that is in defense. 

We just passed Senator HARKIN’s 
amendment. I was proud to support 
that amendment because this body, in 
a bipartisan way, made it clear another 
strategic investment we must make is 
in education. We must take a second 
step and make an important decision 
today to invest in shortfalls in defense. 

The President seemed to understand 
this problem during the campaign 
when he said: 

Not since the years before Pearl Harbor 
has our investment in national defense been 
so low as a percentage of GNP. Yet rarely 
has our military been so freely used—an av-
erage of one deployment every 9 weeks in the 
last few years. Since the end of the cold war 
our ground forces have been deployed more 
frequently, while our defense budget has fall-
en by nearly 40 percent. 

One cannot argue with the numbers 
or argue with the trend line on this 
chart. The budget we are debating, un-
fortunately, without this amendment, 
will not stabilize this line. It will not 
turn it around. It will not invest in the 
quality of life issues so important to 
retain our soldiers and their families, 
to build morale, and to strengthen our 
troops, and most importantly, live up 
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to promises we have made to them in 
terms of their pay, in terms of their 
benefits, in terms of the kind of hous-
ing we promised them. 

These words do not sound like those 
of someone advocating the status quo. 
I and many of my colleagues are baf-
fled. I didn’t imagine, frankly, that 
this amendment would need to be of-
fered. But here we are, 7 months after 
the election, having this debate. 

Let me ask my colleagues, since the 
election, has the world gotten auto-
matically safer? Did our military find a 
secret storage site filled with spare 
parts? Did the 13-percent civilian pay 
gap disappear? Did the dilapidated fa-
cilities we heard about in the campaign 
start repairing themselves? Maybe all 
of our military families at wit’s end 
with TRICARE have been cured. 

We know that is not the reality and 
the needs still exist. The budget we are 
debating is deficient in that regard. 
The amendment of Senator CARNAHAN 
and myself which we are now debating 
we hope will begin to fix this and make 
a modest investment. 

Let me show a couple of pictures to 
highlight some of the problems we have 
in our own State. I have the great 
privilege of representing Fort Polk, 
one of the premier training centers in 
the Nation, in the view of our com-
manders. This is where our men and 
women train before being sent to Bos-
nia or to Korea or other places where 
we have either conflicts or have en-
gaged in serious peacekeeping efforts. 
This is just one picture. I could show 
100 pictures of housing, of dilapidated 
structures, of mold and mildew. 

If you go to Fort Polk’s website, you 
will see old photographs taken at its 
creation in 1941. These are the same 
makeshift wooden huts, now used as 
dining facilities, that were there when 
Churchill was making his speech about 
‘‘a period of consequences.’’ How long 
does this building need to serve its 
country before it can retire? I would 
say World War II, Korea Vietnam, Gre-
nada, Desert Storm, and Kosovo should 
just about cover any building’s life 
span. Not at Fort Polk. 

This is only one of many examples of 
situations repeated all across our coun-
try at our military bases. There are a 
variety of reasons for this crumbling 
infrastructure. However, if you talk to 
the base commanders you hear one re-
frain again and again. Real property 
maintenance is the first casualty. 
When officers are forced to choose be-
tween installing air conditioners for 
the Louisiana summer, or continue 
training their men and women for war, 
officers correctly choose training. How-
ever, it is wrong for Congress to force 
our military leadership to opt between 
essential quality of life initiatives and 
basic readiness, maintenance and safe-
ty. Yet that is the choice our post com-
manders are forced to make year after 
year. Furthermore, while the newer 
housing that the military is building is 
very nice, there is not nearly enough of 
it to go around. In the meantime, we 

force our servicemen and women to 
live in substandard housing. I would be 
willing to bet that you could go on 
nearly every base in America and find 
military housing that does not meet 
HUD’s standards. Nonetheless, we won-
der why we have a recruiting and a re-
tention problem. If it were not for the 
extraordinary patriotism of our men 
and women, our ‘‘problem’’ would be an 
epidemic. 

Still, I suspect that many colleagues 
will respond that we are undertaking a 
strategic review, and we should not 
prejudge and rush to any conclusion. 
We should wait. To that, I refer my col-
leagues back to Winston Churchill. We 
are in a period of consequences. We 
should be done with the era of pro-
crastination. In any case, we can study 
this problem to death, and it will not 
change the fundamental reality. These 
problems need a resolution today, not 
ten years from now. They will require 
a greater portion of our nation’s re-
sources to address. Yet if we do not set 
those resources aside in this budget 
resolution, they will not be there for us 
to invest later. 

The other irony about the supposed 
need for delay is the study itself. In all 
the reports that have come out, there 
has not been any indication that these 
quality of life initiatives are even 
being considered. Even if they were 
considered, it is extremely unlikely 
that any study would conclude that we 
need to spend less money on these 
issues. More likely than not, this 
amendment adding $10 billion a year 
would be viewed as a modest down-pay-
ment on a much larger debt coming 
due. 

Perhaps the real savings comes from 
military transformation? Maybe if we 
adopt new technologies and techniques 
we can forestall the need for more mili-
tary spending? Not likely. Although 
Secretary Rumsfeld and Mr. Marshall 
may be the latest to study military 
transformation, they are not exactly 
the only study. I have brought with me 
a stack of studies that reach the same 
conclusion. We need military trans-
formation. We need to recapitalize our 
forces. We need to encourage joint ex-
perimentation and operations, and we 
must prepare for the emerging threats 
of the 21st century. All the reports 
have a different emphasis. They come 
from the broadest possible political 
spectrum, but they all endorse these 
same principles. What is more, they all 
believe we need a top line increase in 
defense to accomplish these goals. 
Again you will find a range of perspec-
tives from about a $30 billion annual 
increase at the low end, to a $100 bil-
lion annual increase at the very high 
end. Either way, the conclusion is the 
same. 

The problem is that if we do conclude 
that we need a significant investment, 
there will be no money for us to invest. 
I support the strategic review. I imag-
ine that I will support a good deal of 
what Secretary Rumsfeld has to say. 
We have reason to believe there is a big 

bill on the horizon. We have the money 
in the bank. I suggest we allocate some 
of that money toward this bill that is 
due today. Unfortunately, the Repub-
lican leadership is taking those savings 
and living for the moment. How they 
will account for this decision, I do not 
know. 

The other important point to keep in 
mind is that this amendment does not 
change the bottom line need for reform 
at the Pentagon. I agree with Senator 
BYRD’s insistence that the Pentagon 
get its books in order. Furthermore, 
the low end estimates for the need to 
recapitalize our current force are an 
additional $30 billion per year. My 
amendment is providing the services 
$10 billion. If this is all the services 
get, they still have to cover that two- 
thirds gap somehow. To do so will re-
quire the services to rethink what they 
are doing, and how they are doing it. 
This fundamental rethinking is an ex-
ercise we all should endorse. It will not 
be any less necessary should our 
amendment pass. 

I invite the Senate to look at the 
build rates for the Navy. Last year, the 
Navy CinC’s stated that they could not 
perform their missions with fewer than 
360 ships. Yet, for the past eight years, 
the Navy has been procuring only an 
average of six ships per year. This build 
rate is the lowest since 1932, and will 
result in a Naval fleet of 180 ships if 
continued. All of our military forces 
serve the dual function of good-will 
ambassadors and ‘‘cooperation build-
ers’’ with our allies. This role is even 
more prominently performed by our 
Navy. It also serves as an important 
signal of American resolve at crisis 
points. However, we may soon reach a 
point where our Navy, rather than an 
instrument of American power projec-
tion, is relegated to protecting an in-
creasingly tenuous forward-presence. 

I might also mention that we take a 
hard look at what we are saying to our 
NATO allies about their defense budg-
ets. As we insist that our allies take 
greater strides to bridge the capability 
gap, we also remind them that the 
whole solution will not be found in 
greater efficiency or reform. We con-
sciously assert that transformation 
costs money, and no nation can expect 
to improve capabilities without an in-
crease in the top-line budget. I would 
submit that the logic of these argu-
ments applies no less to the United 
States than it does Belgium or Norway. 

This amendment acknowledges the 
truth, we are in a period of con-
sequences for our military. We can ac-
knowledge that fact and pass this 
amendment, or stick our heads in the 
sand. With the People’s Republic of 
China increasing defense spending 15 
percent, with the Middle East edging 
toward open conflict, with the conflict 
in the Balkans spilling over to Mac-
edonia, with increased military co-
operation between Iran and Russia— 
this seems like a very dangerous time 
to ignore reality for the sake of polit-
ical posturing. A tax cut that robs our 
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military of much needed reinvestment 
is wrong-headed and reckless. 

Another great English Prime Min-
ister Lloyd George once said of Amer-
ica that ‘‘she always does the right 
thing, after she has tried all other op-
tions.’’ Today I present the Senate 
with the option to do the right thing. 
Pass this amendment, put the needs of 
our military and our nation before 
short-term political gain. 

When we asked people to reenlist, we 
asked the spouses: Would you like your 
spouse to reenlist? Have your children 
live in places that we don’t even allow 
our Housing and Urban Development to 
build and to fund? We ask our service 
men and women to live in substandard 
housing with inadequate pay, with 
health care that is less than what was 
promised when they signed up to serve. 
These are the things I hope my amend-
ment will fix and make the minimum 
downpayment. 

Mr. CONRAD. Will the Senator yield? 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Yes. 
Mr. CONRAD. Might I inquire how 

much time we have consumed? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has consumed 11 minutes. 
Mr. CONRAD. I yield 15 minutes off 

the resolution to the Senator. 
Mr. WARNER. Parliamentary in-

quiry: It is the intention of the Senator 
from Virginia at the appropriate junc-
ture to offer an amendment in the sec-
ond degree. I value greatly the partici-
pation of my distinguished colleague 
on the Armed Services Committee. I 
find myself in a position of requiring to 
express my views and those of others in 
the form of a second degree. My amend-
ment would be very simple. It would 
ask for an $8.5 billion increase solely 
for 1 fiscal year, which is 2002, and at 
the appropriate time I will give further 
details. 

Could I inquire of the leadership, I 
want to be very careful with the pro-
tocol toward my good colleague, and 
presumably I can put the amendment 
at the desk now, but I wish to have the 
Senator complete her opening remarks 
first, and at that time if I might in-
quire of the distinguished managers, 
what would be their desire with respect 
to a second degree? I would need but 15 
minutes to describe it. There may be 
others who would like to speak. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I would be pleased, if 
the other side agrees, to make it in 
order that the Senator offer it, but we 
have to use up the time on the amend-
ment before it would be in order under 
current practice. It is in their hands. I 
would be glad to let you send it up so 
people could see it. It would not be ripe 
until all time were yielded on the 
amendments. 

Mr. CONRAD. Might I inquire of the 
Senator from Virginia, would the Sen-
ator consider offering his amendment 
in the first degree with an under-
standing that he would get the first 
vote? If the Senator offers his amend-
ment in the second degree—— 

Mr. WARNER. In the nature of a sub-
stitute, yes. 

Mr. CONRAD. Not as a substitute, as 
a first degree. 

I am suggesting this for this reason: 
We are going to want to get a vote on 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Louisiana. We can go through all kinds 
of parliamentary maneuvers to do that 
and ultimately succeed. We have found 
so far it works better if we handle both 
amendments in the first degree. You 
would get the first vote because you 
would have been offering it in the sec-
ond degree. 

Mr. WARNER. I yield to the distin-
guished managers. They are handling 
this bill. I want to hear from the Sen-
ator from New Mexico on that. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator, from what I 
understand, we don’t want to deny her 
a vote. We want a vote on his first. 
Whatever happens to it, you get a vote. 
But we will have a vote on it first. Is 
my understanding correct? 

Before I do that, if we could proceed 
and let me make an inquiry. It looks as 
if that is what we ought to agree to. 
For now, let us proceed in the normal 
course. 

Mr. CONRAD. Fair enough. We appre-
ciate the chairman looking into that, 
and we appreciate the consideration of 
the chairman of the Armed Services 
Committee as well. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank all colleagues. 
Basically, I sought recognition so the 
Senate will understand there will be an 
amendment of some type which will be, 
in a sense, in opposition to my distin-
guished friend and colleague from Lou-
isiana. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. I appreciate that. 
Let me comment briefly as we decide 
the appropriate way to proceed. I must 
certainly note we will have a vote on 
this amendment that Senator CARNA-
HAN and I are offering. I suggest to the 
distinguished managers, our amend-
ment and that of Senator WARNER 
could be complementary. His amend-
ment deals only with 1 year of an in-
crease, which I actually support. I 
agree we need an increase for the 2002 
budget. My amendment makes a 
longer, more reliable, stable commit-
ment over 10 years. Given the under-
lying budget resolution does the same, 
we are not necessarily in disagreement, 
except for the fact that mine has a 10- 
year outlook and his has only 1 year. I 
simply argue that while his amend-
ment might be a step to take, we could 
certainly take this step as we make a 
decision for the strategic investment 
that we need to make over this dec-
ade—not just for 1 year. 

On another point, some may say: 
Senators, you know there is a strategic 
review under way. Shouldn’t we wait 
before we consider this amendment? 

I have brought to the floor today 
studies that I could submit for the 
RECORD. This one is a ‘‘Strategy For 
Long Peace,’’ by the Center for Stra-
tegic and Budgetary Assessments. I am 
just going to refer to two. 

This one is called ‘‘Averting the De-
fense Train Wreck in the New Millen-
nium’’ by the Center for Strategic and 

International Studies in Washington, 
DC. These are two very well known and 
well-respected think tanks. 

As I said, I have with me an addi-
tional 15 studies that I have brought, 
from conservative to liberal think 
tanks, that have looked at this issue 
and are actually probably part of the 
strategic study underway. In no case 
that I can find, after reviewing all of 
these studies, do any at all indicate 
that a strategic review would result in 
less of an increase or reduction in de-
fense spending—not one. Even with 
those arguing for transformation from 
a cold war structure to a new struc-
ture, even for those who are arguing 
for very aggressive transformation, 
there is not a study that we can find, 
no expert on either side of this debate, 
who is going to make an argument that 
this spending line is going to go down. 
It is going to go up. Yet the budget res-
olution we are debating is not, in the 
current form, going to allow for that. 

So our amendment will set aside $100 
billion out of the tax cut, $10 billion a 
year, to make room for the strategic 
study, to make room for the quality of 
life, to make room for the improve-
ments that need to be made to boost 
the morale and to boost the vigor of 
our Armed Forces. Waiting is not only 
going to force us to make some very 
tough decisions down the road, but 
waiting is also going to cost the tax-
payer billions of dollars because of the 
delay, because of this budget gap. It is 
not fair and it is not right and it is not 
smart. We can do it all if we use com-
mon sense and reasonableness and we 
are careful about what numbers we put 
on the tax cut and on certain strategic 
investments. 

I am going to try to wrap up in just 
a moment, only to say the President 
campaigned on this issue when he ran 
for President. People voted for him 
based on a promise to support an in-
creased military investment. Many of 
us who even voted for the other can-
didate believe it is a very important 
step to take now, to improve and to 
strengthen our investments, particu-
larly the quality of life issues of hous-
ing, pay, other compensation, and 
health care; to strengthen our reten-
tion of our forces and to provide for 
them the things that we promised 
when they signed on the bottom line. 

If we are careful, if we make the 
right decisions today, we can have a 
reasonable tax cut, we can pass stra-
tegic investments in education and de-
fense, and we can pass a budget that 
will work, not only for this year but 
for next year and for many years to 
come. So I am proud to offer this 
amendment on behalf of my colleagues. 
I could give many more examples 
where it comes to our Navy, to our 
Army, to our Air Force, to Marines, to 
the things we need to maintain our 
ships and planes, as well as our quality 
of life issues. 

In closing, let me say with all due re-
spect to my chairman, who is going to 
offer another amendment, whether he 
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does it before I do or after I offer mine, 
I agree with him that we need to in-
crease spending by his amendment of 
$8.5 billion for 2002. But that does not 
go far enough. We are laying down a 
budget for the next 10 years. Are we 
just going to offer our military an in-
crease for 1 year and say you are on 
your own for years after? We need to be 
reliable. We need to be trustworthy. We 
need to live up to our promises. We 
need to support the Landrieu-Carnahan 
amendment that will begin to make a 
modest investment to keep this line 
stable, to keep our country secure, and 
to put the money where our mouth is. 
When we say we support our men and 
women in the Armed Forces, let’s do it 
now. If we cannot do it now, when are 
we going to do it? 

Once this budget resolution passes 
without my amendment, it will not 
matter if 100 strategic studies come 
back. There is not going to be any 
money to fund it. Let us, while we can, 
make the investment for our men and 
women in the Armed Forces. 

I yield the remainder of my time 
back. I think the manager has done a 
beautiful job. Senator CARNAHAN would 
like to speak for a few minutes on this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Louisiana, who is a 
distinguished Member of the Armed 
Services Committee, for her amend-
ment. I think it is an important 
amendment, one of the most important 
amendments we will consider in the 
context of a budget resolution. On the 
Budget Committee we heard witness 
after witness tell us we needed to add 
$5 billion to $10 billion a year over the 
next 10 years to the defense budget to 
be responsible. The Senator from Lou-
isiana has added that $10 billion. 

Let me say we had a hearing before 
the Budget Committee with four wit-
nesses: two Republican witnesses, two 
Democrat witnesses. They were in 
agreement on the amount of money 
needed to be added to defense, given 
the stress on the defense budget, with 
the higher rate of operations, with the 
need for additional resources to meet 
demands we have put on the Defense 
Department. 

President Bush has called for a stra-
tegic review. We agree absolutely that 
is important and that is appropriate. 
We also believe there is no question 
that additional resources have to be 
provided to the Defense Department. 
We need to strengthen our national de-
fense. If we do not provide the money 
in a budget resolution, it is not going 
to be available. So this amendment is 
critically important. 

I understand the Senator from Mis-
souri, Mrs. CARNAHAN, would like to 
speak on the amendment as well. 

Mrs. CARNAHAN. Yes. 
AMENDMENT NO. 188 

Ms. LANDRIEU. If I may interrupt 
for one moment, I understand the 
amendment is now at the desk, so I 
would like to officially call it up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Louisiana (Ms. LAN-

DRIEU) for herself, Mrs. CARNAHAN, Mr. LIE-
BERMAN, Mr. REED, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. BREAUX, 
Mr. CORZINE, Mr. GRAHAM, and Mr. NELSON of 
Florida, proposes an amendment numbered 
188. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. I ask unanimous 
consent the reading of the amendment 
be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’) 

Mr. CONRAD. The Senator from Mis-
souri has requested 10 minutes? The 
Senator from Missouri is provided 10 
minutes off the resolution. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry: Would it be appro-
priate—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator yield? Does the Senator from 
Missouri yield to the Senator from Vir-
ginia? 

Mr. REID. Without her losing the 
floor. 

Mrs. CARNAHAN. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the Senator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the dis-

tinguished Republican manager wishes 
to address a unanimous consent re-
quest which I think meets the objec-
tives, such that our valued colleague 
from Louisiana can get the first vote, 
then my second-degree would be the 
second vote. I wonder if the managers 
would refer to that. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the pending Lan-
drieu amendment be laid aside and 
Senator WARNER be recognized to offer 
an amendment relative to defense. I 
further ask the debate run concur-
rently on both first-degree amend-
ments and be limited to 60 minutes 
equally divided, and following that 
time the Senate will proceed to vote in 
relation to the Landrieu amendment 
and then in relation to the Warner 
amendment. I further ask consent no 
amendments be in order prior to the 
votes just described and the votes 
occur in a stacked sequence with 2 
minutes prior to each vote for expla-
nation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Reserving the right 
to object, I just have a question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. I have no objection 
to the 60 minutes divided for the dis-
cussion of the Landrieu-Carnahan 
amendment and the Warner alter-
native. How will the debate proceed? 
Will we alternate pro and con or will 
we take our 60 minutes first or alter-
nately allocate the time? 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, it is our 
intention that the two managers allo-
cate time so there is a fair division. 

Reserving the right to object, since 
Senator CARNAHAN was previously rec-

ognized off the resolution, I assume 
this would follow her remarks. Would 
that be the intention? 

Mr. WARNER. Certainly that would 
be satisfactory. 

Mr. DOMENICI. In which event we 
ask 10 minutes be added to our side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Reserving the right 
to object, there are a number of other 
Members who would want to speak on 
this amendment. I am wondering if 
Senator LIEBERMAN, who was here, and 
Senator REED, who was here, will be 
given time to speak on this amend-
ment? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Sixty minutes di-
vided equally. That is what it says. We 
will work on rotation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. CONRAD. Reserving the right to 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. CONRAD. Reserving the right to 
object, I would hope that we could 
work this out so we have a firm under-
standing of what will occur so feelings 
are not bruised in the process. It is 
easy to have happen. 

Let’s be clear. As I understand it, 
then, Senator CARNAHAN will proceed 
with 10 minutes off the budget resolu-
tion, and then there will be the 60 min-
utes between the two sides with respect 
to these amendments. Is that accept-
able? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I say to the Senator, 
I thought you just prevailed. She will 
get the 10 minutes she had. And then 
the 1 hour will become operative, at 
which time we agree we each get half 
of that; but we will accommodate back 
and forth so no side gets unfair treat-
ment. 

Mr. CONRAD. Good. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Ms. LANDRIEU. I withdraw my res-

ervation. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Missouri. 
Mrs. CARNAHAN. Mr. President, 

when families across the country plan 
for the future, they first determine 
their essential priorities. Then they 
put money aside to make sure they can 
pay for them. Only after those prior-
ities are met, do our families decide 
whether money is left over to pay for 
other things. 

I believe we would be wise to ap-
proach the Federal Government’s budg-
et the same way. 

First, we should determine how much 
we need to invest for vital national pri-
orities. The remaining funds should be 
returned to the people through a tax 
cut. We can meet our national prior-
ities and still provide for substantial 
tax relief to America’s working fami-
lies. 

But the budget we are considering 
seems to have been constructed exactly 
the opposite way. It appears to have 
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been built around the $1.6 trillion tax 
cut, leaving us without adequate funds 
to meet our budgetary needs. 

One of the most glaring shortfalls in 
the President’s budget is in the area of 
national defense. 

Of the $5.6 trillion in anticipated sur-
pluses, the budget proposed by Presi-
dent Bush spends only $60 billion— 
about 1 percent—on defense. 

I believe that this level of military 
funding is inadequate to meet our mili-
tary’s current and long-term needs. 
The amendment that Senator LAN-
DRIEU and I have proposed will remedy 
this flaw by increasing defense spend-
ing over the next 10 years by $100 bil-
lion above what the President has pro-
posed. I commend Senator LANDRIEU 
for her leadership on this issue and am 
pleased to join with her in supporting 
the men and women of our Armed 
Forces and in protecting the national 
security. 

Leaders of our Armed Forces tell us 
that we must invest in both personnel 
and equipment to preserve our pre-
eminence in the 21st century. The list 
of military needs is exceptionally long. 
That list includes, but is not limited 
to, modernizing our tactical aircraft 
and other aging weapons systems, in-
creasing the readiness of our forces, 
building decent housing on our bases at 
home and abroad, improving the qual-
ity of military life, increasing military 
salaries and health benefits, maintain-
ing and repairing our aging infrastruc-
ture, and securing our information 
technology. 

Virtually every expert that has 
looked at the state of our military 
agrees that major new investments are 
required. 

Just last September, the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff estimated that $50 billion per 
year in additional funds were needed to 
maintain readiness and to modernize 
our forces. And the Joint Chiefs were 
only talking about modernization and 
readiness. The $50 billion figure did not 
include the investments needed to in-
crease retention of personnel and im-
prove the standards of living for mili-
tary families. 

Examples of urgent funding require-
ments abound. But let me take a few 
minutes to discuss the situations on 
the two major bases in Missouri, Fort 
Leonard Wood and Whiteman Air Force 
Base, with a special focus on housing. 

Fort Leonard Wood’s housing units 
were constructed between 1958 and 1964. 
Only one out of six units has been fully 
renovated. The floor plans are out-
dated. There are insufficient play-
grounds and storage space. Many 
homes are below Army standards in 
size and quality. The poor grade of 
housing at Fort Leonard Wood is one of 
the factors that makes it difficult for 
us to retain our highly trained and 
skilled senior enlisted personnel and 
officers. 

Numerous other infrastructure im-
provements are needed at Fort Leonard 
Wood. The most disturbing one that 
has been reported to me is the lack of 

running water or sewers on the 48 
ranges used to train our young men 
and women. The latrines on the ranges 
are some of the worst in the command. 
Some soldiers are said to limit their 
water intake to avoid using these de-
crepit facilities. 

Military personnel at Whiteman Air 
Force Base face other indignities. Fam-
ily housing suffers from termite dam-
age, water seepage, and flooding of 
playgrounds. Twenty percent of all 
units have been vacated due to termite 
and water damage. 

Unfortunately, I cannot say that help 
is on the way. 

The backlog of deferred maintenance 
at Fort Leonard Wood comes to about 
$66 million. The current annual budget 
of $13 million is $2 million less than 
necessary to sustain the current hous-
ing stock and $6.6 million less than 
what is necessary to reducing the back-
log. To make matters worse, high util-
ity costs this year have caused a short-
fall of $1.8 million, which is being 
taken from the housing maintenance 
budget. 

At Whiteman, $125 million are needed 
to fix 900 units, construct 129 new 
units, and repair playgrounds, streets, 
and other common areas. But White-
man’s annual housing budget is $7 mil-
lion less than necessary to implement 
this plan. 

The problems in Missouri are dupli-
cated across the country and at our 
bases abroad. The Commander in Chief 
of the European Command, General 
Ralston, testified last month before the 
Armed Services Committee on which I 
sit. He said that 70 percent of the hous-
ing in Europe did not meet Army 
standards. And the Department of De-
fense reports that the backlog of real 
property maintenance is $27.2 billion. 

The Landrieu-Carnahan amendment 
is designed to meet these needs in the 
years to come. 

The amendment will reduce the 
President’s tax cut by $100 billion and 
dedicate these funds to defense spend-
ing. 

Reducing the tax cut by this amount 
will only slightly lessen the amount re-
turned to the wealthiest Americans 
under the President’s plan. I believe 
that these Americans would be willing 
to take this sacrifice if they knew that 
the money would be spent for better 
equipment, housing, and salaries for 
our military personnel. 

When I asked new appointees to the 
Pentagon how they plan to address the 
shortfall in the budget, they have all 
told me that these issues are currently 
being considered in the Pentagon’s 
comprehensive strategic review. I ap-
plaud the new administration for con-
ducting this review and for proposing 
to ‘‘transform’’ the military to meet 
the security threats of this new cen-
tury. But no one believes that this new 
review is going to lead to reduced de-
fense spending over the next decade. 

Quite the contrary. One expert, Dr. 
Andrew Krepinevich of the Center for 
Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, 

testified before the Senate Budget 
Committee. He said that there is a $120 
billion mismatch between our current 
defense plans and projected defense 
budget. The Pentagon’s strategic re-
view may result in some cuts to exist-
ing programs. These cuts, however, will 
not cover both the $120 billion short-
fall, plus whatever new costs are re-
quired to transform the military. 

The bottom line is that there will be 
calls to spend more, not less, on de-
fense after the strategic review is over. 

We should prepare for that certainty 
now by adopting a budget that con-
tains realistic spending levels for na-
tional security. 

The problem with waiting until after 
the review is over is that Congress is 
poised to pass the President’s tax cut 
now. If this tax cut passes, the nec-
essary funds simply will not be avail-
able for the required level of defense 
spending. 

This amendment is a much more pru-
dent approach. It sets aside the funds 
for our military needs over the next 
decade. 

In the unlikely event that the stra-
tegic review calls for less spending 
than this amendment provides, that 
money can always be used for tax cuts, 
or other purposes in the future. But ev-
eryone in the Chamber knows that we 
will not be able to undo a tax cut, not 
even to increase defense spending. If 
the President’s tax cut goes forward, 
our military budget is going to feel the 
squeeze in the years and decades to 
come. 

So I strongly advocate this amend-
ment. I urge the Senate to stand be-
hind the men and women who defend 
our country by adopting this impor-
tant measure. 

I yield the floor. 
AMENDMENT NO. 189 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. COL-
LINS). Under the previous order, the 
Senator from Virginia is recognized to 
offer his amendment. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
send to the desk an amendment. It is a 
first-degree amendment. As I under-
stand, under the UC there will be se-
quential votes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER], 
for himself, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. ROBERTS, 
Mr. INHOFE, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. MILLER, and 
Mr. KYL, proposes an amendment numbered 
189 to amendment No. 170. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To increase the levels of new budg-

et authority and budget outlays provided 
for the National Defense (050) major func-
tional category for fiscal year 2002, and to 
make corresponding adjustments neces-
sitated by those increases) 
On page 10, line 21, increase the amount by 

$8,500,000,000. 
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On page 10, line 22, increase the amount by 

$6,460,000,000. 
On page 43, line 15, decrease the amount by 

$8,500,000,000. 
On page 43, line 16, decrease the amount by 

$6,460,000,000. 
On page 48, line 8, increase the amount by 

$8,500,000,000. 
On page 48, line 9, increase the amount by 

$6,460,000,000. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
first pay tribute to my two colleagues, 
members of the Committee on Armed 
Services. As I listened very intently to 
their comments, there is not much 
with which I can disagree with respect 
to the need for additional funds. 

Where we differ, I say with due re-
spect, is that we have a new President, 
a new Secretary of Defense, and there 
are a number of Members in this Cham-
ber on both sides of the aisle who have 
commended President Bush and Sec-
retary Rumsfeld in their initiatives to 
go back and reexamine the entirety of 
America’s defense posture and to give 
greater emphasis to the emerging and 
ever-changing threats poised against 
our Nation and providing everyday risk 
to the men and women of the Armed 
Forces who are posted beyond our 
shores standing watch in the cause of 
freedom. 

This amendment prejudges the end 
result of these studies and prejudges 
the Bush administration and how they 
are going to reorient our defense pos-
ture for the outyears. It lays out a 10- 
year program; in a sense it allocates 
the 10 for each of the years. 

My amendment addresses but 1 fiscal 
year, 2002. It is the budget which we are 
working on now. President Bush, when 
he came to office, looked at the Clin-
ton budget and decided to add $14.2 bil-
lion for this particular fiscal year. 
That was done very early on when he 
arrived into office. Subsequent thereto, 
the work of our committee produced 
papers, an analysis which showed that 
even funding of 14.2 falls short of what 
is desperately—I use that word very 
cautiously but very truthfully—needed 
by all the military departments to get 
our military through the 2002 fiscal 
year, to maintain its readiness, to 
maintain the quality of life for the men 
and women of the Armed Forces, and 
to hope to strengthen the ability of the 
services to retain. I cannot emphasize 
too strongly the need to retain middle- 
grade officers and senior enlisted men 
and women. 

We are falling short in those areas, 
and we now realize we must do more. 
Whether it is pay, housing, medical, 
hopefully less deployment, but we are 
falling short in that way. Every time 
we lose a pilot, the American taxpayers 
lose several million dollars of invest-
ment in the training that he or she has 
received through the years. Only a 
small amount of money, only a small 
amount of improvement in housing, 
only a small amount of improvement 
in health care could well have retained 
that highly skilled aviator and/or the 
maintenance chief down on the line 
working night and day to repair and 
keep the planes flying. 

This amendment by my two col-
leagues really prejudges what our 
President and Secretary of Defense will 
come up with. I would like to hypo-
thetically put this to my colleagues. I 
think we should give this President the 
opportunity to make his judgments 
and to come back in subsequent fiscal 
years to the Congress and say: This is 
precisely what I need, or I don’t need 
the full 10 billion, should this amend-
ment become law. 

Stop to think about that. It could be 
in fiscal 2003 that our President wishes 
to increase the defense budget by 20 
billion and represents to the Congress 
at that time, absent unforeseen contin-
gencies, the following fiscal year he 
could have level funding and/or maybe 
just a billion or two additional funding. 

This President is reorienting the 
budget more and more towards the 
threat, beginning to scale down the 
number of deployments and hopefully 
improve the retention. 

On the committee—I speak of the 
committee in terms of its staff because 
we worked on this in a bipartisan way; 
I presume my colleague, Mr. LEVIN, 
will join in this debate—the figures 
that were worked up were produced in 
conjunction with analyses supplied by 
the Department of Defense. We broke 
out the following amounts in various 
line items, all in the 05, which is the 
readiness account: 

Three-tenths of a billion for force 
protection. More and more we recog-
nize that our bases overseas are sub-
jected to terrorism. We have experi-
enced very serious accidents this year, 
the U.S.S. Cole being the most severe. 
So we need three-tenths of a billion to 
help augment those expenditures. 

Six-tenths of a billion for personnel. 
Again, special pay, pay directed at 
those specialties, whether it is flying 
or maintenance or medical or com-
puters or the like, where we are having 
difficulty retaining those individuals 
with the competitive forces in the pri-
vate sector. 

Energy costs. It simply requires that 
we have this to maintain the barracks, 
to maintain the housing, to maintain 
the office buildings, to maintain the 
hangars, to maintain the ships. Our en-
ergy costs have gone up not unlike 
those being experienced by the civilian 
sector. 

Maintenance. The Senator from Lou-
isiana put up a chart with which I 
agree. Deterioration of the base infra-
structure all throughout our services, 
Seven-tenths of a billion for that. Base 
operations. Again, we were under-
funded in the accounts. That brings in 
another nine-tenths of a billion—nine- 
tenths of a billion in real property 
maintenance, the buildings. We will, 
hopefully, go through a base closure 
piece of legislation within the next 24 
months to complete that. But in the 
meantime, it is absolutely essential to 
maintain the infrastructure we now 
have in a condition so that it protects 
the airplanes in the hangars and pro-
tects the personnel in the barracks. 

Then we go to the direct health care 
system. We passed historic legislation 
last year—TRICARE. It was something 
that the retired community has wanted 
for many years, something they were 
really promised when they joined the 
military services. Now that is going to 
be a significant cost item. In years 
past, we had not even funded TRICARE 
to the levels that were needed to main-
tain the costs before our legislation 
takes effect. As a consequence, we were 
drawing funds out of the major mili-
tary hospitals. 

I went by and visited both Bethesda 
and Walter Reed recently in connection 
with seeing friends there, and the com-
manding officers, all in a very respect-
ful way, said: Senator, we do not have 
sufficient funds to maintain these hos-
pitals that are taking care of the ac-
tive duty, primarily—some retired— 
and their dependents. And that re-
quires $1.2 billion. But that ties di-
rectly to retention. The degree that we 
properly care for the families and the 
active-duty personnel reflects the de-
gree to which we can retain these valu-
able people in uniform. 

Fuel. This is different from base. 
This is for flying the aircraft. This is 
manning the ships. This is training in 
the trucks, in the tanks, the artillery 
pieces, mobile. This is where the fuel is 
needed. That is a significant cost. 
Then, of course, in addition, it is for 
flying hours and the spares. 

I expect every Member of this Senate 
has learned of the cannibalization 
going on, where you take parts from 
perfectly good equipment and put them 
in other pieces to make them run. That 
is no way to run a first-class military. 
But, regrettably, those dollars associ-
ated with the normal maintenance and 
the spares have been inadequate for a 
number of years, and we are asking $1.6 
billion to put back on the shelves suffi-
cient spares to enable our troops to 
train and keep their equipment in read-
iness. This was very carefully docu-
mented. 

It is interesting; in the amendment 
of my distinguished colleague—the 
Senator from Louisiana—she has the 
exact sum. My guess is that she, quite 
rightly, has access to the same infor-
mation. I must ask that in the form of 
a question at an appropriate time. But 
she predicated 2002 on this figure. 

I say the proper course of action is to 
be respectful of the fact that this 
President has taken an initiative to 
study our military very carefully, ana-
lyze the threat, and then to put to-
gether carefully a plan to make such 
revision as he deems necessary for this 
year and our outyears under the nor-
mal 5-year fit-up program—not 10. I 
think, in fairness, he should be given 
that opportunity. 

I will leave it to others to address the 
question of how this reduces the over-
all proposed tax cut, how it goes to 
other areas of the budget. But my re-
sponsibility as chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee is simply to stick, 
at this moment in the debate, to those 
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facts as they relate to how this Nation 
should go forward in providing for the 
men and women of the Armed Forces. I 
say out of respect for this President, 
we should give him the right, the au-
thority, to go ahead and do the studies. 
We augment, by my legislation, a sin-
gle fiscal year for necessities, and I 
don’t think anybody can dispute the 
need. I would be anxious to hear from 
the proponents of the other legislation. 
I think the 2002 figure is direct and for 
the right reasons. For the years beyond 
2002, let our President come forward— 
it may be greater in 2003, and 2004 
could be less—and we go about our re-
sponsibility under the Constitution to 
maintain our Nation strong and free, in 
accordance with the wishes of this 
President. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico is recognized. 
Mr. DOMENICI. How much time did 

Senator WARNER use? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator used 14 minutes. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I 

yield myself 4 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico is recognized. 
Mr. DOMENICI. This is coming out of 

the 60 minutes, and then I will, obvi-
ously, yield to the other side. 

What Senator WARNER is saying to 
the Senate is, under our unanimous 
consent request, the Senate will get to 
vote on the amendment of the Senator 
from Louisiana, to be followed by a 
vote on the Senator’s amendment, 
which he has described, an $8.5 billion 
increase for 2002. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, the 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Having said that, I 
want to tell everybody there is a big 
difference between these two amend-
ments, beyond the fact that this distin-
guished chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee is saying fund at 2002 
and let’s wait for the President’s re-
quest. 

The opposition amendment of the 
junior Senator from Louisiana is an in-
teresting amendment as it deals with 
defense because it actually cuts the 
taxes—the taxes the people thought 
they were going to get back. It reduces 
that by $100 billion. At first, it was $200 
billion. So it reduces that by $100 bil-
lion out of the tax cut in order to pay 
for this amendment. 

It seems to me the distinguished Sen-
ator who chairs Armed Services has a 
good point, and I hope everybody who 
wants to follow his lead will, indeed, 
understand that the second vote to-
night will be on his amendment. He 
very much desires that this position be 
made. As chairman, he wants it to be 
taken by the Senate. We will be here 
for the next 15, 20 minutes if anybody 
has any questions. But I send out a lit-
tle signal that we have a unanimous 
consent, which means we are going to 
vote pretty soon. I might speculate 
with Senator REID that we are going to 
vote within 30 or 40 minutes. So every-

body should know that. All time will 
be used up. 

Senator CONRAD has indicated he 
may give me an additional 10 minutes 
if I need it because there was an addi-
tional 10 minutes used on that side. 
You can add that to the mix and figure 
out the time. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that this letter 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 

Washington, DC, March 19, 2001. 
Senator PETE DOMENICI, 
Chairman, 
Senator KENT CONRAD, 
Ranking Member, 
Committee on the Budget, U.S. Senate, Wash-

ington, DC. 
DEAR PETE AND KENT: In accordance with 

your request, I am forwarding my rec-
ommendations on funding for the programs 
in the jurisdiction of the Armed Services 
Committee for the Fiscal Year 2002 Budget 
Resolution. 

In the near term, I believe there are some 
urgent needs for which a Fiscal Year 2001 
supplemental is appropriate, including the 
shortfalls that experts in the Department of 
Defense have identified in the defense health 
care program, increased flying hour costs, 
and full funding for the higher housing al-
lowances currently being paid to military 
personnel living off base. 

With respect to Fiscal Years 2002 through 
2006, I agree with the Secretary of Defense 
that it is prudent for him to conclude his 
strategy review and present it to the Presi-
dent and the Congress for our consideration 
before we make final decisions on the shape 
and overall funding levels for our future de-
fense program. 

However, I believe there are certain re-
quirements that must be addressed regard-
less of the outcome of the ongoing strategy 
review. Some increases above the projections 
contained in the President’s budget outline 
of February 28 will be needed to continue the 
transformation of our military to meet the 
threats of the new century, to fulfill the 
commitments the Congress has made to pro-
vide quality health care to active and retired 
military families, and to continue the 
progress we have made in recent years to im-
prove compensation, housing and other qual-
ity of life programs for our military families. 
I also recommend that the Budget Resolu-
tion provide a sufficient mandatory spending 
allocation for the Armed Services Com-
mittee to permit enactment of legislation 
providing full funding for (1) the transfer-
ability of benefits under the Montgomery 
G.I. Bill to family members; and (2) reform 
of the statute prohibiting concurrent receipt 
of military retirement and veterans dis-
ability compensation. 

For these reasons, I believe it would be 
prudent to establish a reserve fund in the 
Budget Resolution to accommodate the near- 
term and long-term adjustments to current 
defense plans that the Administration and 
the Congress may decide to implement once 
the Secretary’s strategy review is completed. 
I recommend that this reserve fund provide 
in the range of $80 to $100 billion for the na-
tional security priorities I have identified 
above the levels projected by the President 
over the next ten years, pending the comple-
tion of this review. 

In my review, this reserve fund should be 
over and above amounts set aside to fully 
protect the Social Security and Medicare 

Trust Funds, pay down the national debt, 
and meet other priorities, and should not be 
lumped into a single reserve fund in which 
defense funding needs would have to compete 
against other vital national priorities. I also 
believe this reserve fund should be estab-
lished in the Budget Resolution before a de-
cision is reached on the various tax pro-
posals before Congress. I have serious con-
cerns that a tax cut of the size proposed by 
the President would not leave sufficient 
funds for future increases in defense and 
other important programs. 

I look forward to working with you on a 
Budget Resolution for Fiscal Year 2002 that 
provides the necessary funding to preserve 
our strong national defense and the other 
important programs that are essential to our 
nation’s security and prosperity. 

Sincerely, 
CARL LEVIN, 
Ranking Member. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, this 
is a letter from Senator LEVIN, the 
ranking member of the Armed Services 
Committee, to the distinguished Chair-
man DOMENICI and the ranking mem-
ber, Mr. CONRAD, of the Budget Com-
mittee addressing the needs, as we see 
them, for defense in the years to come. 

I will read one paragraph which I 
think is really dispositive of what we 
are discussing. I quote Mr. LEVIN: 

In the near term, I believe there are some 
urgent needs for which a Fiscal Year 2001 
supplemental is appropriate, including the 
shortfalls that experts in the Department of 
Defense have identified in the defense health 
care program, increased flying hour costs, 
and full funding for the higher housing al-
lowances currently being paid to military 
personnel living off base. 

He continues: 
With respect to Fiscal Years 2002 through 

2006, I agree with the Secretary of Defense 
that it is prudent for him to conclude his 
strategy review and present it to the Presi-
dent and the Congress for our consideration 
before we make final decisions on the shape 
and overall funding levels for our future de-
fense program. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada. 
Mr. REID. Madam President, on be-

half of Senator CONRAD, the manager of 
the bill, I yield time to the Senator 
from Rhode Island, but prior to doing 
that, I want to indicate how fortunate 
we are in the Congress, in the Senate, 
to have someone of his knowledge. 

Senator JACK REED is a graduate of 
the United States Military Academy at 
West Point. He was an airborne ranger, 
a company commander. He was part of 
the 82nd Airborne. He had 35 jumps. His 
career in the military, including his 
time at West Point, consisted of 12 
years. He was a professor at West 
Point. 

He not only is a member of the 
Armed Services Committee in the Sen-
ate, but during the time he served as a 
Member of the House of Representa-
tives, he served on the very important 
Intelligence Committee. 

This man has served our country, in-
cluding his time at West Point, some 12 
years. I do not know of anyone I would 
rather have speak on issues relating to 
the military than JACK REED, the sen-
ior Senator from Rhode Island. I yield 
10 minutes. 
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Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 

associate myself with Senator REID’s 
remarks. Senator JACK REED is a very 
valuable and well-informed member of 
the Armed Services Committee, as well 
as his colleagues, the principal spon-
sors of the amendment. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, the 
Senator from Virginia and I have a mu-
tual admiration society. We have 
served on the same committee since I 
have been in the Senate. I am always 
impressed with the seriousness of ev-
erything he says, especially on the 
Senate floor. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank my colleague. 
I share his view. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. REED. Madam President, I rise 
to lend support to the amendment of 
Senator LANDRIEU and Senator CARNA-
HAN and commend my chairman for his 
amendment. All of these individuals 
recognize the need for additional re-
sources in defense spending. In fact, 
when it comes to Chairman WARNER, 
there is no one in this Chamber who 
has been more solicitous and sup-
portive of the welfare of American 
fighting men and women and the readi-
ness of those forces than the Senator 
from Virginia, but I believe this is an 
important moment in the debate to 
make a broader point about this budget 
and defense spending. 

Explicitly, this budget calls for a $1.6 
trillion or $1.7 trillion tax cut over 10 
years. It reserves the money for that 
tax cut. Yet it ignores anticipated ex-
penses that we already know will be in-
curred in defense. When it comes to de-
fense spending in this budget, there is 
only one word for it: this budget is dis-
ingenuous. 

We are not prejudging President 
Bush. We are taking him at his word. I 
quote the President: 

At the earliest possible date, my adminis-
tration will deploy antiballistic missile sys-
tems, both theater and national, to guard 
against attack and blackmail. 

When we look at the estimated costs 
for a national missile defense, it is ap-
proximately $115 billion, and that total 
is growing with each new reestimation. 
The $115 billion was an estimate that 
was included in this week’s Defense 
Week magazine. 

This national missile defense is a 
centerpiece of the President’s strategic 
program. I hardly believe that at the 
end of the strategic review conducted 
by the Secretary of Defense—and I 
commend him for that review—that 
the Secretary of Defense or the Presi-
dent will recommend that they with-
draw their support for national missile 
defense or theater missile defense. 

We already know the President may 
urge us to spend as much as $115 billion 
just on national missile defense, and 
there is nowhere in this budget over 10 
years that these costs are recognized. 
This is in addition to the cost that 
Senator LANDRIEU was talking about— 
quality of life for troops and readiness 
issues. 

Let us look again at some of these 
costs we know will be urged upon us. 
We will debate these costs. We will de-
bate these programs. Some may be 
eliminated. But right now we know 
there is a multibillion-dollar defense 
program coming our way, and this 
budget does not provide for it. 

What this budget does is cut taxes 
explicitly to the tune of $1.7 trillion, 
yet ignores defense programs to which 
the President is emotionally, passion-
ately committed. I think that is dis-
ingenuous, as I said before. 

If you look at national missile de-
fense, we started and are developing a 
land-based system. It is estimated that 
the cost of 100 interceptors, a very ru-
dimentary system, will be $43 billion. 
Again, I do not think that number is 
properly accounted for in this budget 
going forward 10 years. That system is 
criticized by many, including President 
Bush, as being not robust enough; that 
we have to build a system that is lay-
ered, not just a midcourse interception 
of enemy missiles coming to the 
United States by land-based systems, 
but also we have to have sea-based sys-
tems perhaps that will intercept in the 
boost phase and other systems that can 
intercept in other phases in flight. All 
of this adds additional cost. 

If the Administration chooses to go 
to a sea-based system, the likely can-
didate is called the Navy theater-wide 
missile defense system. That is one 
system. That system is just being de-
veloped now. Estimates for that sys-
tem—to buy the ships, deploy the 
radar, deploy the missiles—is about 
$5.5 billion. Again, we are not talking 
about this cost. 

If we look at another aspect—the 
spaced-based laser is the program the 
Air Force is developing—this system 
would be designed to be orbiting in 
space and also intercept enemy mis-
siles. That is another multibillion-dol-
lar program that is hardly off the 
drawing board. Yet the administration 
may choose to pursue this option and 
the cost is not accounted for. 

That is the realm of national missile 
defense—about $115 billion and count-
ing. Indeed, every time there is an esti-
mate of costs, the costs go up. 

This is a revolutionary innovative 
system that the Defense Department is 
already developing. But none of these 
costs are provided in this budget. 

If we look at theater missile defense, 
we just had good news. The PAC–3 mis-
sile system has been successfully test-
ed. It is an advanced theater missile 
defense, but the sobering fact is that 
the PAC–3 missiles cost has increased 
more than 100 percent over the last few 
years, another cost not appropriately 
factored into the system. 

There is another Navy lower-tier 
missile defense system with estimates 
of about $7 billion to develop. Again, it 
is not recognized in this budget. 

The Army is developing a missile de-
fense called THAAD. Once again, that 
is struggling forward, being tested, 
being developed, estimated at billions 
of dollars. 

There is the Air Force airborne laser 
on aircraft, estimated at $6.5 billion in 
acquisition costs. That, too, is being 
considered but not budgeted. 

After we look at these programs, one 
after the other, and the President’s 
commitment to have a robust com-
prehensive national missile defense and 
theater missile defense, we are talking 
about hundreds of billions of dollars. It 
is not in this budget. 

Just as the President eloquently and 
passionately called for a tax cut, he 
called for national missile defense. 
This budget is silent about those costs 
as it trumpets tax cuts. 

I do not think that is the way to do 
a budget. I do not think that is fair to 
our military forces because we know 
what will happen. These programs will 
be urged upon us. We will have a choice 
to borrow money because there is no 
money left after the tax cut to fund 
military programs, or to take money 
from domestic priorities. 

I do not think we should put our-
selves in that position. We should hon-
estly and fairly put in this budget 
those costs we know and the signifi-
cant costs that are coming regardless 
of the outcome of this strategic review. 

We can illustrate, talk about other 
costs. We have other responsibilities. 
In the last few weeks, as a member of 
the Strategic Subcommittee of the 
Armed Services Committee, we have 
had several different commissions re-
port to us. They have already done 
their studies. 

Secretary Schlesinger, former Sec-
retary of Defense and former Secretary 
of Energy, reported to us on the status 
of our nuclear safeguarding procedures 
and all the laboratories that guard the 
readiness of our nuclear devices. His es-
timate is $800 million just for mainte-
nance backlog; $300 million to $500 mil-
lion per year for ten years for recapi-
talization—new equipment, new com-
puters—billions of dollars a year to 
clean up nuclear waste sites. We know 
these costs already. They are not in 
this budget. 

The Department of Energy also runs 
programs to reduce the threat of weap-
ons in the former Soviet Union, in Rus-
sia. We have been funding multi-
million-dollar programs which we have 
to continue to fund to ensure our na-
tional security. 

The Strategic Subcommittee has 
heard the Space Commission’s report. 
The Space Commission was chaired by 
Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld. This 
Space Commission has urged signifi-
cant investments in our space capa-
bility. They rightly point out we don’t 
have the situational awareness from 
space to understand what type of mis-
siles might be fired, what might be a 
threat to us, or not a threat to us. 
They have not put a price tag on it. 
But again, we are talking about a very 
innovative, very expensive system, 
that the Secretary of Defense is very 
committed to. Another total not re-
flected in the budget. 

We just had this week a report about 
the National Reconnaissance Office 
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which is responsible for overhead cov-
erage, our satellites, our intelligence 
satellite. They, too, are indicating ad-
ditional moneys must be spent. 

These studies have been completed. 
The verdict is in: We need more re-
sources. Yet this budget does not re-
flect those costs. We are talking about 
billions and billions of dollars in mili-
tary programs. One could debate and 
argue the merit of each, but we know 
they will be urged upon us. 

We have a budget that ignores the 
obvious costs in order to fund a very 
large tax cut. I think we have to be 
straightforward and honest about this 
budget. We have to recognize the need 
for defense. Again, we are not pre-
judging the President; we are taking 
him at his word that he wants to build 
a national missile defense, that he 
wants to continue on the work of our 
nuclear stockpile safeguard program, 
that he wants us to be a leader in space 
as we have been on the oceans and in 
the skies and on land. And all of this 
costs money. There is none of this 
money in the budget. 

I urge the passage of Senator LAN-
DRIEU’s amendment. I also urge as fer-
vently that we look carefully at this 
budget and honestly reserve from this 
proposed tax cut the real resources we 
will be asking for and this administra-
tion will be asking for within months 
of our vote on this budget. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. WARNER. Madam President, on 

my time, if I could ask my distin-
guished colleague a question. I pride 
myself on being among those who are 
strong supporters of the concept of a 
limited missile defense. I have been on 
this floor much of the 23 years I have 
been privileged to be in this body argu-
ing for the need for this country to pro-
vide for its defense against that threat. 

I listened to the very careful recita-
tion of all the options in the outyears. 
I think some of those options require 
significant modification of the ABM 
Treaty. Do I glean from that the Sen-
ator could be in favor of modifications 
to the ABM Treaty, or maybe the abro-
gation of the treaty if we are unsuc-
cessful in modifications? 

Mr. REED. I respond at this juncture 
the question is premature since the 
systems we are testing have not proven 
effective technologically. I would be re-
luctant to abrogate a treaty until I 
knew we had a system that worked 
with a high degree of confidence. I hope 
some day we have that choice. 

Mr. WARNER. I doubt we could pro-
ceed to some of the naval systems, 
which would require modification. You 
certainly have to concur in that. 

Mr. REED. The Senator is likely 
right about those. As I understand the 
ABM Treaty, there are restrictions on 
anything other than a limited land- 
based system. 

Mr. WARNER. It is a point of ref-
erence. I also add the historic act 
adopted by Congress in response to the 
bill by the distinguished Senator from 
Mississippi, Mr. COCHRAN, carefully 

spells out that we can only proceed as 
technologically feasible, and that 
would be the pacing item. I am not so 
sure we can prejudge here in this lim-
ited review that we will spend all this 
money on missile defense that my col-
league suggests. It seems to me we will 
have to pace ourselves as technically 
feasible. 

I think to ask this Chamber at this 
time to accept as a premise that all of 
this money is going to develop in the 
hundreds-plus of billions of dollars at 
this early date is a little premature. 

Mr. REED. I don’t think the Senator 
is saying he suspects that the Presi-
dent is not serious about a missile de-
fense. 

Mr. WARNER. No, I am not saying 
that. I am dead serious. But I think we 
will pace ourselves, and it is a little 
early to begin to think about the mag-
nitude of the budgets associated with 
missile defense. 

I didn’t hear my distinguished col-
league from Louisiana mention missile 
defense in the course of her direct tes-
timony unless I missed it. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. No, the Senator 
from Virginia did not hear me, but our 
colleague did such a beautiful job on 
missile defense. 

Mr. WARNER. I yield the floor. 
Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, how 

much time remains on the amendment 
on our side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 18 minutes, and there are 9 
minutes remaining on the other side. 

Mr. CONRAD. I have agreed that if 
Senator DOMENICI thinks he needs an 
additional 10 minutes, we will grant 
that in the interest of fairness. 

If I might briefly say, I am kind of 
surprised at what I am hearing tonight. 
I hear from the other side they are 
fully ready to make a 10-year commit-
ment to a tax cut, but they don’t want 
to make a 10-year commitment to de-
fense. There is not a soul in this body 
who doesn’t know when the President’s 
strategic review is completed they will 
come back and ask for additional 
money. Does anybody believe they will 
not do that? When they come back, the 
cupboard will be bare; the money will 
be gone. 

What we are saying with this amend-
ment is, let’s put some money in the 
cupboard so when we are asked to fund 
defense with additional dollars, we 
have it. That is a responsible thing to 
do. 

I commend the Senator from Lou-
isiana. I commend the Senator from 
Missouri. I commend the Senator from 
Rhode Island. This is responsible na-
tional defense policy. 

I understand the Senator from Con-
necticut is seeking time. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I was hoping the 
Senator would have commended me, 
too, for cosponsoring this amendment. 

Mr. CONRAD. I am always glad to 
commend the Senator from Con-
necticut, and I yield 10 minutes to the 
Senator. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank my friend 
and colleague from North Dakota for 

his thoughtful and persistent and effec-
tive leadership on these budgetary 
matters. I thank the Chair and will see 
if I can use less than 10 minutes. 

I rise today to support this amend-
ment offered by the lead sponsor, my 
friend and colleague on the Armed 
Services Committee, Senator LANDRIEU 
of Louisiana, and also cosponsored by 
Senator CARNAHAN, a new member of 
the committee, from Missouri. 

This is an important amendment. 
The Senator from North Dakota spoke 
some words that struck me as I lis-
tened to my chairman from Virginia 
about going ahead with this for 1 year 
but not for the 10 years. Of course, the 
powerful reality is, we are arguing 
about priorities and fiscal responsi-
bility. 

The concern of so many Members is 
we are committing to this enormous 
tax plan from the President which, by 
the Concord Coalition estimate, will 
cost $2.3 trillion over the next 10 years, 
threatening to take us back—not just 
threatening but likely to take us 
back—into deficit, higher interest 
rates, higher unemployment and we are 
prepared to consider on a 10-year basis. 
When it comes to the needs of our mili-
tary, we are only prepared to allot the 
appropriate amount of money for 1 
year. 

I think what is appropriate on the 
revenue side is appropriate on the 
spending side. What is most appro-
priate is fiscal responsibility. What 
this amendment by Senator LANDRIEU 
puts at issue is what this debate on the 
budget resolution is all about, which is 
priorities. I suppose it is not only 
about that. The other part is fiscal re-
sponsibility. 

We say it over and over again, and it 
is true, when it comes to the health of 
our economy, most of it happens in the 
private sector. Government doesn’t 
create jobs. The private sector does. 
But there are a few things that Govern-
ment can do to create the environment 
for jobs and give some incentives for 
jobs and economic growth. The first 
and most important is to remain fis-
cally responsible. The second is to 
make the kinds of investments that 
help the private sector grow. Inciden-
tally, one of those is to support re-
search and development through the 
Defense Department, which has tradi-
tionally, in our country, led to enor-
mous economic growth. 

So this is about fiscal responsibility. 
But then this amendment really is 
about priorities. You cannot have it 
all. You cannot have it all and be fis-
cally responsible. If you go for the Con-
cord Coalition estimate of $2.3 trillion 
on the Bush tax plan, then you are 
making it impossible to do a lot of 
other things that we must do and that 
the people want us to do. 

Of course, one of the most funda-
mental responsibilities that Govern-
ment has is to provide for the common 
defense of our Nation. That does not 
come cheaply. There is no free lunch 
when it comes to national security. 
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Others have said, and I need not be-

labor the fact, that in the last cam-
paign then-Governor Bush and Sec-
retary CHENEY were very critical of our 
allocation of resources for the military 
and assured the military, particularly 
personnel, that help was on the way. 
Here we are in April of 2001. President 
Bush sends his budget to us, at least in 
general terms. I think we have to con-
clude that help may be on the way, but 
when it comes to our defense budget, 
the check must have been lost in the 
mail because we are not meeting the 
needs all of us know are there. 

This amendment, introduced by the 
two Senators, one from Louisiana, the 
other from Missouri, of which I am 
proud to be a cosponsor, would right 
that wrong. It takes $100 billion from 
money that would be spent on the tax 
cut and allocates it, $10 billion a year, 
to our national security. It also does 
what folks at the Pentagon will tell 
you they desperately need, which is to 
allow for an emergency defense supple-
mental of $7.1 billion this year. That 
would make up for the $1.4 billion def-
icit now in the defense health program 
and provide immediate assistance for 
the real serious near-term readiness 
and personnel needs that have resulted 
from the military reductions and oper-
ating tempo increases we have seen 
since the end of the cold war. 

There are real and present needs now 
that this amendment would meet. I 
know there has been reference to the 
strategic review being done in the De-
fense Department. I support that re-
view. I am very encouraged by the in-
structions that Secretary Rumsfeld has 
given to those who are working on the 
review. We need to transform our mili-
tary. We need to use the technology 
that is available around the world 
today to make sure that we are ready 
for the threats that will come in the 
future and that we are not just pre-
pared to fight the last war, or wars of 
the past. 

But two things about that strategic 
review: One is that everyone knows 
there are needs now and there will be 
needs next year and the year after and 
for the coming decade that deal with 
shortfalls—certainly in the near term— 
shortfalls that are basic, in items as 
basic to the military as ammunition, 
flying hours, housing, quality of life for 
our military personnel as documented 
by my colleagues who have already 
spoken, force protection, and aircraft 
and ship maintenance, including, inci-
dentally, repairs to the U.S.S. Cole. 
There are immediate needs now, re-
gardless of what the strategic review 
brings. 

Second, as my colleagues have said 
already, and I will say it, therefore, 
briefly, no one should be under the illu-
sion that whatever the strategic review 
brings will it say that we can maintain 
our national defense by spending less 
money. We are working through our 
committee on a bipartisan basis to 
push the Pentagon to be as efficient as 
possible. Some members of the com-

mittee have come out again with a call 
for another round of the BRAC, of the 
base realignment and closure oper-
ation, to avoid wasteful spending. But 
there has never been a strategic re-
view—never been an historic trans-
formation such as we are going 
through in our military today, at-
tempting to apply the lessons and the 
products of information technology 
and high technology to our military— 
that has cost less. So this is a very 
measured and moderate amendment. 

The fact is, I would wager, my col-
leagues, that if we had the ability to 
take ourselves 10 years forward and 
look back, assuming that we in our 
time and those who follow us are re-
sponsible, which I hope and trust they 
will be, we will, in fact, spend much 
more than the extra $100 billion that 
Senator LANDRIEU’S amendment allo-
cates to the military because we will 
feel it is necessary. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? I will ask 
him on my time. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Yes, indeed. I am 
happy to yield. 

Mr. WARNER. Did I understand the 
Senator to say his interpretation of the 
amendment is that it covers the fiscal 
year 2001 for the supplemental? I bring 
to the attention of the Senator the 
amendment. I do not find that provi-
sion in it. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Responding to the 
Senator from Virginia, noting a very 
definitive but subtle shake of the head 
by the Senator from Louisiana, I there-
fore reached the conclusion that what I 
thought was the original intention of 
the amendment, which was to include 
an emergency supplemental for the de-
fense, is not true? 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Will the Senator 
yield for a clarification? 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I yield to my col-
league from Louisiana. 

Mr. WARNER. If I may continue the 
colloquy—but go right ahead. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Which makes it 
even more important we adopt the 
Landrieu-Carnahan amendment be-
cause at least there will be some 
money in the bank to pay some bills we 
know are coming due, in addition to 
the real and urgent needs that the sup-
plemental represents. So I thank my 
colleague for raising that issue. This 
amendment does not cover it, but if 
there was a way for it to, we most cer-
tainly should because that is an addi-
tional obligation that we should meet. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I recog-
nize this Senator was one of the first to 
say there is a need for a supplemental, 
even at the time when my respected 
President wasn’t totally in agreement 
with what I was saying, but now there 
is thinking within the department that 
this supplemental will be necessary 
and will be forthcoming. But I don’t 
want anybody coming tonight thinking 
that supporting the Landrieu amend-
ment is going to provide for the 2001 
shortfalls which this Chamber will 
have to address at some point in time 

when the Appropriations Committee 
brings to the floor a supplemental. 

I think my good friend slightly 
misspoke. I wanted to correct it in a 
very polite way. If I could move on to 
the second part of my question—— 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. If I might respond, 
on my time, I thank the Senator from 
Virginia, my respected chairman of the 
committee. I am encouraged. I know 
the military was very hopeful, as this 
administration began, that they would 
have the opportunity to receive a sup-
plemental appropriation. I commend 
the Senator from Virginia. As I recall, 
on February 7 he sent a letter, along 
with 8 colleagues, to the President, 
stating that there are bills ‘‘which 
must be paid now. If money is not pro-
vided in these areas there could be a 
significant negative impact on readi-
ness for this fiscal year and beyond.’’ 

So as Senator LANDRIEU says, this 
amendment would take care of the ‘‘be-
yond.’’ I hope you and I and Senator 
LANDRIEU and others can stand on this 
floor in this fiscal year and support a 
supplemental for the Pentagon. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, let us 
proceed on the second part of my ques-
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 10 
minutes of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. WARNER. I want to ask my 
questions on my time. Perhaps he 
could just be given another minute or 
so to respond to the question. Is that 
agreeable? On his time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
up to the Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, how 
much time do we have remaining on 
this side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 61⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. CONRAD. I ask the time be 
charged to the Senator raising the 
question. We have additional time that 
we can grant to the Senator from New 
Mexico for that purpose. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Are you asking the 
question? 

Mr. WARNER. I am going to ask my 
colleague from Connecticut another 
question which I thought I would ask 
on my time but he can respond on his 
time. It would take him less than a 
minute, I am sure. He has it right on 
his fingertips. 

Mr. CONRAD. The problem is we do 
not have the additional time on this 
side. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I will 
yield my colleague a half a minute—a 
minute on my time to answer the fol-
lowing question. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. The Senator from 
Virginia is showing his normal gen-
erosity. 

Mr. WARNER. Let me address again 
the letter to the budget chairman, 
ranking member, from Senator LEVIN, 
which is written in very clear, plain 
language: 

In the near term, I believe there are some 
urgent needs for which a Fiscal Year 2001 [as 
we have discussed] supplemental is appro-
priate, including the shortfalls that experts 
. . . have identified in the defense . . . 
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We got that. 
With respect to Fiscal Year[s] 2002 [which 

we are talking about] . . . I agree with the 
Secretary of Defense that it is prudent for 
him to conclude his strategy review and 
present it to the President and the Congress 
for our consideration before [Senator] we 
make final decisions [which this amendment 
asks] on the shape and overall funding levels 
for our future defense program. 

Do you agree with him? 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Very briefly, I do. 

Of course, Senator LEVIN’S hope, and 
the rest of us, many on the committee, 
was that the defense supplemental 
would come to us before the budget res-
olution. But here we are on the budget 
resolution now, needing to make judg-
ments about next year and years after. 
That is the purpose of this amendment. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the 
language is clear. I simply ask: Do you 
agree or disagree with his statement 
again, that we should receive the re-
sults of these studies ‘‘before we, the 
Congress, make final decisions on the 
shape and overall funding levels for our 
future defense program?’’ Our time has 
expired. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Very briefly, I say, 
I think my distinguished colleague 
from Virginia is misapplying what Sen-
ator LEVIN was saying. 

Mr. WARNER. I have read it. 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Which is, he want-

ed an immediate defense supplemental. 
But here we are on the budget resolu-
tion, so our responsibility is to go for-
ward. I will read one sentence. He says 
very clearly in another sentence: 

However, I believe there are certain re-
quirements that must be addressed regard-
less of the outcome of the ongoing strategy 
review. 

Mr. WARNER. The letter is in the 
RECORD. I cannot take more of our 
time. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Sen-
ator from Virginia and the Chair. I 
yield the floor. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. I believe I have 5 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 61⁄2 minutes under the control of 
the Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, how 
much time remains on the other side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Six min-
utes 15 seconds. 

Mr. CONRAD. Six minutes on the Re-
publican side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Correct. 
Mr. CONRAD. And we have 6 minutes 

on our side. I should remind the Sen-
ator from Louisiana that I indicated 
we would be willing to provide another 
10 minutes to the Senator from New 
Mexico in fairness. 

Would the Senator from New Mexico 
like that time at this point? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes. I think to allo-
cate it would be splendid. I may not 
use it all. I may give some of it back. 

Mr. CONRAD. I think in fairness we 
should do that. And I so move that we 
provide an additional 10 minutes to the 
Republican side so that it is a fair dis-
tribution of time. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I say to the Senator, 
thank you. 

Mr. President, how much time do we 
have now from the amendment and the 
10 minutes added? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixteen 
minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair. 
Now, Mr. President, I am sure the 

distinguished Senator from Virginia, 
Mr. WARNER, would desire to speak 
with some additional time, and I am 
sure I will not use all of it. 

Mr. WARNER. That is all right. Go 
ahead. 

Mr. DOMENICI. First, let me say, it 
is important we put into perspective, 
for those who are concerned about de-
fense, what the Warner amendment 
will do for defense this year. This 
amendment sets a new level for na-
tional defense spending for the year 
2002. It adds $22.4 billion in budget au-
thority over the 2001 budget. That is a 
7.2-percent increase. Compared to the 
President’s budget, this proposal adds 
$8.5 billion in 2002. The proposal is also 
a $23.5 billion increase for national de-
fense over what President Clinton 
sought for the year 2002. 

So I believe those who are concerned 
about what we ought to spend in the 
year 2002 should be rather comfortable 
that when you have this, plus what is 
in the President’s budget, you have a 
very substantial increase for the year 
2002. 

I want to make a few assumptions 
that I don’t need anybody to concur on, 
but I want to make sure the RECORD re-
flects what I assume. 

First, this amendment assumes all 
the increases in President Bush’s plans 
for pay raises for military personnel— 
I do not believe there is any disagree-
ment over that—for retention, for 
housing, for TRICARE, and research 
and development. 

I would also assume that it includes 
$3.1 billion more for the Defense Health 
Program. I am not asking does the dis-
tinguished Senator agree, but I am sug-
gesting those who support that pro-
gram expect $3.1 billion out of that 
$23.5 billion we are speaking of which is 
added for defense this year. In addition, 
it will restore the TRICARE costs and 
all direct care in military treatment 
facilities. 

That is going to be tough. But re-
member, we voted for it. We voted for 
it. Now we cannot say we are not going 
to fund it. 

The Defense Health Program has 
been experiencing annual shortfalls, 
and this has been occurring recently 
because the budget requests—I am not 
speaking of this budget but the budget 
requests from the administration— 
have underestimated inflationary costs 
for health care each and every year 
when they send the allowance up here 
for health care programs. 

This year Defense Health Program 
officials have been instructed to use an 
inflation rate of 4.2, I say to my friend. 
But this year the Health Care Financ-
ing Administration estimates that in-
flation will be 7 percent, I say to all 
those interested in our defense. And 

that can be covered if we are careful in 
terms of what we use this increase for. 

There is going to be a shortfall in the 
Defense Health Program, and we all 
know that. I think it is a matter of 
making sure, with the give-and-take 
with the administration, we do right 
by it. Yes, it is a $3.1 billion shortfall. 
That means we underestimated what 
they need. 

The Surgeons General of the military 
services have told Congress that they 
will have to furlough healthcare per-
sonnel, close pharmacies, and refuse 
service at military treatment facilities 
if additional funding is not found for 
2001 very soon. If we do not fully fund 
the program for 2002, we will have the 
same problem again next year. This is 
not acceptable. Does any Senator know 
of a worse way to address moral and re-
tention? 

There is another important element 
of this amendment. It also restores 
cuts in the defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy. The proposal fully 
funds DOE’s Stockpile Stewardship 
Program and its nonproliferation ac-
tivities. It adds $800 million for the 
Stockpile Stewardship Program and 
$100 million for nonproliferation. 

Frankly, I do not expect my friend to 
agree this money is going to be used 
for that. But I want everybody to know 
I am going to work hard so it will be. 
Because one of the things that the de-
fense establishment forgets about 
every year is that they have a little 
buddy over there called ‘‘nuclear weap-
ons,’’ you see. They pay for all the rest 
of defense when they start allocating, 
but when they start having to give up 
defense money to the Department of 
Energy to do stockpile stewardship, 
which I say to my friend from Virginia 
is a fancy name for making sure we 
maintain healthy nuclear weapons— 
the totality of it to be safe and ready— 
they do not put enough money in it be-
cause it seems that it is not defense 
money. 

But I am here to tell you, we are not 
going to be doing that in the future be-
cause this Senator is going to be here 
saying the nuclear arsenal is part of 
the defense of our Nation. It is under-
funded. Its buildings are falling down. 

I say to my good friend, while you 
never get to appropriate for it, you 
take a trip up there to the State where 
they have this Y–12 in the State of 
Tennessee. 

Do you know what is happening up 
there, Mr. Chairman? There is a great 
big building that is part of the work 
being done on three of our nuclear 
weapons. And the roof is falling in on 
top of the heads of the workers. They 
all wear hardhats, even though it is not 
a hardhat environment. So we have to 
start by building that building, you 
see. And then there are a lot of others. 
We are asking, and so is the general in 
charge of nuclear weapons asking, that 
we fund that. 

I am willing to add some more money 
later if somebody wants to argue about 
it, but I just want to make sure every-
body knows I am voting for additional 
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money because I do not think the 
President funded adequately what I am 
telling you about. I do not think his 
budget funds them adequately. 

They are going to get funded ade-
quately this year because the Senate is 
going to understand the precarious na-
ture of not doing it. It might be one of 
the few times the Senator from New 
Mexico would ask for a closed session, 
which I have never done on an issue. 
But I am very worried about the condi-
tion of the science-based stockpile 
stewardship. 

Let me close. If any of you do not un-
derstand that, it just means we are no 
longer doing underground testing, I say 
to my friends. We are no longer doing 
that because it is the policy of Amer-
ica. 

Underground testing was how we 
proved the efficacy of nuclear weap-
ons—their health, their effectiveness, 
their wellness. Now we do not do that 
anymore. So how in the world would 
you think we would be sure that some 
of our 20-, 30-, and 35-year-old weapons 
are safe and have a well-being about 
them? We start a science program. We 
are going to do it through science with-
out underground testing. 

That isn’t something you get on the 
cheap. That is one of the most expen-
sive science programs ever invented by 
man, to prove, without testing, that a 
nuclear weapons arsenal is safe. And it 
is very important for America. 

So I am voting for the Senator’s 
amendment tonight because I think we 
need to add some money to defense this 
year. I do not think we have to dream 
about missile systems. I think we have 
to take care of and create a robust, 
high-morale establishment that main-
tains and perfects our nuclear weapons. 

I never get a chance to tell Senators 
about this. That is why I asked them to 
give me 10 minutes because I didn’t 
want to take it away from you. I can’t 
find a better time to discuss it than 
here tonight when we speak of this 
very large add-on to the Defense De-
partment. I hope I wasn’t too tech-
nical. I hope everybody understands a 
little better what the nuclear weapons 
issue is all about. 

I reserve whatever time we have. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Louisiana. 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I un-

derstand that I have approximately 5 
or 6 minutes to close this argument. 

First, I thank the Senators from 
Rhode Island, Connecticut, and Mis-
souri for lending their voice to this im-
portant amendment and to this impor-
tant debate. I also acknowledge the 
great respect I have for the chairman 
of the Budget Committee, the Senator 
from New Mexico, who has just spoken 
passionately about an issue he has 
spent a great deal of time and energy 
working on for many years. He has 
called us to task many times to try to 
deal with an issue that is sometimes 
technical and difficult to explain but 
nonetheless an obligation this Nation 
has to protect our children and our 
grandchildren. 

He was speaking so beautifully in the 
10 minutes given to him, it could have 
been allocated to our time, because he 
made so many of the arguments more 
eloquently than I can about the fact 
that this underlying budget does not 
have enough money or resources to do 
the things we know we need to do now. 
He has really helped make the argu-
ment of why the Landrieu-Carnahan 
amendment is so important. 

Point No. 2, regarding the costs men-
tioned by our distinguished chairman 
for nuclear stockpile stewardship, for 
the health care shortfall, for 
TRICARE, for housing, I ask this ques-
tion: Do these requirements cease after 
the year 2002? Do these expenses not 
continue to recur? It defies logic that 
we could provide for this funding for 1 
year and then simply turn our backs 
and walk away. That is why a 1-year 
amendment, although it is helpful and 
I could probably vote for it because it 
is better than nothing, certainly falls 
short, terribly short, of what we need 
to do to make a long-term, 10-year 
commitment to the basics. 

The third point: With all due respect 
to Senator WARNER, whom I admire so 
much, the distinguished Senator from 
Virginia submitted this letter, dated 
March 19, to Senator DOMENICI and 
Senator CONRAD signed by Senator 
LEVIN. He read the first two para-
graphs. The most important paragraph 
is the fourth paragraph, which goes on 
to say, after saying we should consider 
the study: 

However, I believe there are certain re-
quirements that must be addressed regard-
less of the outcome of the ongoing strategic 
review. Some increases above the projections 
contained in the President’s budget outline 
of February 28 will be needed to continue the 
transformation of our military to meet the 
threats of the new century, to fulfill the 
commitments the Congress has made to im-
prove quality health care to active and re-
tired military families, and to continue the 
progress we have made in recent years to im-
prove compensation, housing and other qual-
ity of life programs for our military families. 

He goes on to say: 
I also recommend that the Budget Resolu-

tion provide a sufficient mandatory spending 
allocation for the Committee. . . . 

Point No. 4. Please be clear. Our 
amendment does not try to prejudge 
the President. We are trying to prepare 
to implement the strategic study. We 
are not standing in the way of the 
study. We are laying the groundwork 
that we can walk on, that we can fight 
on, that we can defend. This is about 
laying down a priority in our budget 
for the next 10 years. Are we going to 
say yes to defense or no? Are we going 
to live up to our promises or turn our 
backs again? Are we going to provide 
help or say, as the Senator from Con-
necticut said, the check must have 
been lost in the mail? 

I know the Senators from Virginia 
and New Mexico too well to think they 
would walk away from obligations we 
have already made. I know that is not 
their intention. So let us do what is 
right. Let us choose the right priority, 

take the right step, be fiscally respon-
sible. We know this bill is coming due. 
The question is, Is there going to be 
any money in the bank to pay it? If we 
don’t vote for my amendment, the 
bank will be empty. There is nothing 
you can tell them. We are sorry; we 
spent the money. 

I am not going to do that. Because I 
am on the committee, because I live in 
the State of Louisiana, I know how im-
portant this is. I know we are not ask-
ing for too much: $10 billion a year for 
10 years. It is a minimal requirement 
to lay the groundwork for this study. 

I ask the Senate to take this amend-
ment seriously. This is a very impor-
tant vote. We need to say yes. We can 
say yes to next year, with Senator 
WARNER at $8.5 billion, and we can say 
yes the next year because the need for 
health care doesn’t stop. People aren’t 
going to move out of their homes on 
the bases. We are not going to end the 
distribution of spare parts. We are not 
going to run out of the need for ammu-
nition. We need it in 2003 and 2004. 

I say to the Senate, let us live up to 
our promises, let us make the right de-
cisions, and let’s vote for the Landrieu- 
Carnahan amendment. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join my distinguished chair-
man, Senator WARNER, in cosponsoring 
this amendment to increase the budget 
for defense by $8.5 billion in fiscal year 
2002. This amendment would help ad-
dress current readiness shortfalls that 
the Department of Defense faces today, 
even as the new administration con-
tinues its strategic review. 

I am hopeful that this strategic re-
view will not only examine these cur-
rent readiness challenges, but also take 
a hard look at the current shipbuilding 
rate and our shrinking industrial base. 
The numbers are astonishing: the U.S. 
Navy has shrunk from a fleet of 594 
ships in 1987 to 315 ships today, while, 
during the same period, deployments 
have increased more than 300 percent. 
Regional Commanders-in-Chief have 
repeatedly warned that the fleet is 
stretched perilously thin and needs to 
be increased to 360-ships to meet 
present mission requirements. 

Numbers do matter; on a typical day 
about half the ships in the Navy are at 
sea, with one-third deployed in the 
Mediterranean, the Persian Gulf, and 
the Western Pacific, putting wear and 
tear on our ships and sailors. In addi-
tion to combat over the last 10 years, 
naval forces have conducted 19 non- 
combat evacuation operations, 4 mari-
time intercept operations with more 
than 5,000 boardings in support of 
United Nations sanctions or U.S. drug 
policy, 32 humanitarian assistance op-
erations, and 20 shows of force to send 
powerful messages to friends and foes 
alike. 

Even though our deployments are at 
an exceptionally high rate, the U.S. 
shipbuilding industry is at risk of dete-
riorating if the current inadequate 
build rate for the Navy continues. At 
the current low rate of production, the 
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cost for per ship will go up and the effi-
ciency at the yard will go down. 

The new administration and this 
Congress will be faced with the chal-
lenge of rebuilding and re-capitalizing 
the Nation’s naval fleet. The numbers 
are just as clear as can be: At the 
present rate of investment our Navy is 
heading toward a 220-ship fleet, which 
is alarmingly inadequate. 

A few other critical areas that have 
seemed to get little attention in a 
budget constrained environment are re-
search and development and training. 
Steps need to be taken today to attract 
and retain a highly-skilled workforce 
necessary to build the complex war-
ships required for our U.S. naval ships 
to operate against the emerging and 
traditional threats in the 21st century. 
Regardless of the result of the stra-
tegic review, forward deployed combat 
power will not only be required, but 
will continue to be a key element to 
our strategic posture. 

I am standing here before you to sup-
port Senator WARNER’s amendment and 
to highlight that the readiness issues 
facing our Nation’s defense are only 
the tip of the iceberg in terms of the 
defense challenges facing the new ad-
ministration and this Congress. To-
day’s shipbuilding account is woefully 
under-funded and does not provide the 
financial support necessary to main-
tain a viable industrial base. We, as the 
legislative body, need to take aggres-
sive steps to ensure that our armed 
forces are equipped with the most capa-
ble and advanced ships in the world to 
defend our Nation’s interests. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I intend 
to vote for the amendment by Senators 
LANDRIEU, CARNAHAN, CONRAD, LIEBER-
MAN, REED and LEVIN because I believe 
that providing for a strong national de-
fense is our most serious obligation. 

Two years ago, President Clinton 
sent a letter to Secretary of Defense 
Bill Cohen that stated: ‘‘Although we 
have done much to support readiness, 
more needs to be done.’’ President Clin-
ton made this statement in response to 
a briefing he had attended with Sec-
retary Cohen, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
and Commanders-in-Chief of the mili-
tary combat commands. 

I applauded President Clinton then 
for his reversal of 6 previous years of 
vastly underfunded defense budgets and 
for the reversal of the Service Chiefs in 
1998, who confirmed many of the alarm-
ing readiness problems that had been 
identified in countless sources. 

The imperative for increasing mili-
tary readiness and reforming our mili-
tary is as strong today, as it was two 
years ago. Anyone who dismisses our 
serious readiness problems, our con-
cerns with morale and personnel reten-
tion, and our deficiencies in everything 
from spare parts to training is either 
willfully uniformed or untruthful. 

What concerns me the most is that 
the highly skilled service men and 
women who have made our military 
the best fighting force the world has 
ever seen are leaving in droves, un-

likely to be replaced in the near future. 
Their reason is obvious; they are over-
worked, underpaid, and away from 
home more and more often. Failure to 
fully and quickly address this facet of 
our readiness problem will be more 
damaging to both the near and long- 
term health of our all-volunteer force 
than we can imagine. 

The cure for our defense decline will 
neither be quick nor cheap. The proper 
solution should not only shore up the 
Services’ immediate needs, but should 
also address the modernization and 
personnel problems caused by years of 
chronic under funding. The solution 
will be found by using a comprehensive 
approach in which the President, civil-
ian and uniformed military leadership, 
as well as Congress, will be required to 
make tough choices and even tougher 
commitments. 

I further hope that we do not fall 
into the trap of comparing defense ex-
penditures of the U.S. versus potential 
threat countries, because dollar to dol-
lar comparisons are meaningless. Only 
the U.S. has the global responsibilities 
that come with being the lone super-
power. Our foes can employ asym-
metric forces against our weaknesses 
and achieve a disproportionate level of 
success. 

I was concerned that recently, the 
USS Kitty Hawk battle group, stationed 
in Japan, reported less-than-favorable 
readiness numbers, short some 1,000 
sailors, at the same time that tensions 
have increased in the South China Sea. 

I hope we do not focus solely on the 
readiness of front-line forces, because 
the Army divisions that have good 
readiness numbers are being supported 
by units that have less-impressive rat-
ings. We need a comprehensive remedy, 
not a shotgun approach. These support 
forces, some of them reserve compo-
nent forces, have become the backbone 
of our fighting forces and need the 
most attention. 

This degradation of the ‘‘tail’’ that 
trains and supports the ‘‘teeth’’ of the 
U.S. military must be reversed. We 
have the world’s finest military, but 
that is principally because the people 
in the military, primarily the young 
enlisted, our NCOs, petty officers, 
chiefs, Gunnies, and sergeants, con-
tinue to do more with less. Our ability 
to field credible front-line forces is due 
to the efforts of our service members, 
as we live off of the deteriorating rem-
nants of the Reagan buildup. That is 
difficult to admit, until you review the 
list of aircraft, ships, artillery, and 
tanks in our current weapons inven-
tory. 

The administration must take sev-
eral steps: propose realistic budget re-
quests; specifically budget for ongoing 
contingency operations; provide ade-
quately for modernization; ensure 
equipment maintenance is adequately 
funded; resolve the wide pay and bene-
fits disparity that precludes the Serv-
ices from competing successfully for 
volunteers with the private sector; and 
demonstrate strong support for addi-
tional base closure rounds. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, as 
the Senate debates President Bush’s 
first budget proposal, I want to join my 
colleagues in congratulating the Presi-
dent on his commitment to revitalize 
our Nation’s economy and national se-
curity. The President’s budget proposal 
is fiscally responsible and represents a 
prudent first step as he organizes his 
administration and focuses on the 
issues facing both the Nation and the 
World. I especially want to recognize 
the President’s challenge to Secretary 
of Defense Rumsfeld to conduct a stra-
tegic review of our national security 
requirements. This review is long over-
due and I anticipate it will bring about 
significant changes to our national se-
curity strategy and our military serv-
ices. 

I have been privileged to be a mem-
ber of the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee since 1959. During this period I 
have been a witness to both the great-
ness and tragedy of military service. 
After the tragic conflict in Vietnam, 
we saw a sharp decline in the readiness 
and morale of our armed forces. The 
Reagan era brought about a revitaliza-
tion in our armed forces that cul-
minated in the end of the Cold War and 
the great victory in the desert of Iraq. 
Now again, our military is showing its 
age and neglect. Our soldiers, sailors, 
airmen and Marines are still the best, 
but the equipment and facilities are 
wearing out because of under funding 
and overuse. 

In a recent interview on the state of 
our Armed Forces, the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Shelton, 
stated: ‘‘If we go back 15 to 16 years, 
America was spending roughly 6.5 per-
cent of our gross domestic product on 
defense. Today we spend right at 3 per-
cent. Put another way, if we were 
spending the same percent of our na-
tional wealth, our GDP, on the armed 
forces today that we were spending in 
1985, the defense budget would be dou-
ble what it is today. The Army in 1989 
had 18 divisions. Today it’s down to 10. 
The Air Force had 36 fighter wings. 
Today it has 20. The Navy had just 
short of 600 ships. Today it’s got just 
over 300 ships. We have taken 700,000 
out of the active force. That is greater 
than the armed forces of the UK, Ger-
many, the Danes and the Dutch put to-
gether. So we have restructured, and 
we have downsized. As an example, our 
Army is right now the seventh-largest 
in the world.’’ 

General Shelton’s comments show 
that we have adjusted to the new 
world, although in my judgement we 
have gone too far both in terms of force 
structure and funding. I am especially 
concerned over the shortfall in funding 
over the past ten years. We have fre-
quently heard about the aging equip-
ment and lack of spare parts. I would 
like to focus on our aging military fa-
cilities. According to the GAO, in 1992 
the military had accumulated an esti-
mated $8.9 billion in deferred facility 
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maintenance. By 1998, that had grown 
to $14.6 billion. The backlog now ex-
ceeds $16 billion and it is still growing. 
If we do not reverse this trend, our 
military installations will continue to 
deteriorate and quality of life and 
readiness will continue to decline. 

President Bush has proposed a $14.2 
billion increase over last year’s defense 
budget. Although this is significant, it 
will not provide the necessary re-
sources to fix the immediate readiness 
shortfall identified to the Armed Serv-
ices Committee by the military serv-
ices. Chairman Warner’s amendment to 
increase the defense budget by another 
$8.5 billion is a modest increase to fund 
critical manpower and readiness issues. 
In my judgement, it is a down payment 
to the increase that the President will 
seek after Secretary Rumsfeld com-
pletes his strategic review. I urge my 
colleagues to support the amendment 
and prove our support to the men and 
women who wear the uniforms of our 
military services. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

The Senator from New Mexico has 8 
minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I say to 
my distinguished colleague, when I ad-
dressed the letter from Senator LEVIN, 
I put it in its entirety into the RECORD. 
I didn’t in any way try to deceive the 
Senate as to his feelings about a dif-
ferent approach than my distinguished 
colleague from Louisiana, his approach 
being that we should begin to plan for 
the outyears, but it wasn’t sort of a 
mandatory $10 billion for the outyears. 
It was more in the nature of some sort 
of a reserve fund. 

The key to it is, who is going to run 
defense? The Constitution of the 
United States says very clearly that 
the President is the Commander in 
Chief. It is the function of the execu-
tive branch to make the determination 
with regard to the needs and the re-
quirements of our Armed Forces. As 
Senator LEVIN said very explicitly, he 
supports the reviews, and he says in ab-
solutely clear language: And Congress, 
before we make our final decisions on 
the shape and overall funding levels for 
our future, let’s hear from the Presi-
dent. 

That is consistent with the Constitu-
tion. That is the way we have done 
business. I think that is the way we 
should continue to do business. It may 
well be in the year 2003 we need addi-
tional funding over and above the 10, 
but the subsequent fiscal years may re-
quire less funding. 

I say with all due respect to my col-
league, let us follow the constitutional 
mandate: The Commander in Chief, the 
President, proposes; Congress disposes. 
Someone far brighter than I in the his-
tory of this venerable institution, the 
Congress of the United States, made 
that statement. And it has been with 
us for these years. 

Let our President propose, as he is 
entrusted to do under the Constitution, 
and then each year we will go through 
the normal cycles that we do year after 
year. 

What is here is a means by which to 
reduce the President’s tax bill. I re-
spect the difference of opinion on this 
side of the aisle where I find myself 
very comfortably ensconced for the re-
mainder of this debate. We should re-
spect your views. But if you are going 
to do it, let’s knock out all the busi-
ness about defense and say you want to 
knock down the tax bill by $100 billion, 
and put the issue straight before the 
Senate. But as it relates to defense, I 
don’t think we want to start a radical 
departure. I have been associated with 
defense for a number of years, starting 
in the Navy Secretariat in 1969, and 
now 23 years here. I have never seen 
the Congress allocate specific sums of 
increases without the budget request 
from the President of the United 
States, which has to be justified. You 
are speculating—and it may be cor-
rect—that we will need increases for 
one or more fiscal years. But I don’t 
think it is our responsibility now to 
subvert the Constitution, which says 
the President is the Commander in 
Chief. The President will propose and, 
in due course, the Congress will dis-
pose. 

With all due respect to my colleague, 
I certainly support the basic thrust of 
2002. Our bills parallel in many re-
spects. Mine takes care of 2002, lets the 
President finish his studies, and lets 
Congress analyze them and then makes 
the decision. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. My colleague from 
Virginia knows how much I respect 
him for his leadership on this subject 
and how difficult I know this debate is 
for him because he has been a cham-
pion of defense spending and strength-
ening our defenses and actually appro-
priating money in very wise ways, as 
we say about boosting the morale. 

But I have to go back to this letter. 
I most certainly know we have both 
turned it in for the RECORD. I think it 
is important because Senator LEVIN is 
on his way to this debate—since this 
letter is written by him—to make sure 
the Members understand the context of 
this letter. If it is read in its entirety, 
which I tried to do—not just reading 
the paragraph to which you referred 
but the next paragraph—it is clear that 
Senator LEVIN says that, while we do 
need to support the study, we must set 
aside now the resources necessary to 
fund the outcome of the study. 

I know the Senator from Virginia is 
familiar with the Congressional Budget 
Office study. I know he is familiar with 
‘‘Defending America, The Plan to Meet 
Our Missile Defense’’—the numerous 
studies that have been done. Not one 
study indicates that we will be spend-
ing less money, but all suggest that we 
will be spending more, but differently. 

So again, I will conclude because I 
think my time is up. We are going to 
have a bill coming due. The question is, 

Is there money in the bank to pay it? 
Please vote for the Landrieu-Carnahan 
amendment so we have money to pay 
these bills when they come due and live 
up to our promises to our men and 
women in uniform. I yield back my 
time. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I sim-
ply say to my colleague, we have had a 
good debate. We have framed the issue 
very clearly. My posture is we should 
proceed to let the Commander in Chief 
conduct his studies. There is nothing in 
this debate to refute Mr. LEVIN. He 
said, ‘‘. . .before we make final deci-
sions on the shape and overall funding 
levels for our future defense pro-
grams,’’ we should have those studies. I 
am saying that we are encroaching on 
what my distinguished ranking mem-
ber said in clear English language. I 
say that with respect to the Senator. I 
yield back any time I have. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield back any 
time I have. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the Landrieu 
amendment. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from California (Mrs. BOXER) is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 47, 
nays 52, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 71 Leg.] 
YEAS—47 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Breaux 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Carnahan 
Carper 
Cleland 
Clinton 
Conrad 
Corzine 
Daschle 
Dayton 

Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Leahy 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
McCain 
Mikulski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Stabenow 
Wellstone 

NAYS—52 

Allard 
Allen 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Collins 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Fitzgerald 

Frist 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
McConnell 
Miller 
Murkowski 
Nickles 

Roberts 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

Boxer 

The amendment (No. 188) was re-
jected. 
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Mr. DOMENICI. I move to reconsider 

the vote by which the amendment was 
rejected. 

Mr. WARNER. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 189 
Mr. DOMENICI. I ask for the yeas 

and nays on the pending amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. The 

question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 189. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 84, 

nays 16, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 72 Leg.] 

YEAS—84 

Akaka 
Allard 
Allen 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Cantwell 
Carnahan 
Carper 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Clinton 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
Dayton 

DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Edwards 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Miller 
Murkowski 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Nickles 
Reid 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NAYS—16 

Boxer 
Corzine 
Durbin 
Feingold 
Gramm 
Gregg 

Harkin 
Kennedy 
Lincoln 
Murray 
Reed 
Schumer 

Stabenow 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

The amendment (No. 189) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. CONRAD. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I un-
derstand this consent agreement has 
been cleared on both sides. 

I ask unanimous consent that Sen-
ator COLLINS now be recognized to offer 
her amendment and, following the re-
porting by the clerk, the amendment 
be laid aside and Senator CONRAD or his 
designee be recognized to offer an 
amendment relative to home health 
care. 

I further ask consent that the debate 
run concurrently on both first-degree 
amendments and be limited to 60 min-
utes equally divided, and following 
that time the amendments be laid 
aside. 

I further ask consent that no amend-
ments be in order prior to the votes 
just described, and the votes occur in a 
stacked sequence, first in relation to 
the Conrad amendment, and then in re-
lation to the Collins amendment, be-
ginning at 9:30, with 10 minutes for 
closing remarks equally divided prior 
to the 9:30 stacked votes. 

I also ask consent that following 
those votes, Senator CONRAD be recog-
nized to offer an amendment relative 
to deficit reduction, as under the pre-
vious order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. CONRAD. Reserving the right to 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. And I will not object. 
This is in accordance with what we dis-
cussed? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes. Has the Chair 
ruled? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. EN-
SIGN). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. In light of this 
agreement, there will be no further 
votes tonight. The next votes will 
occur in stacked sequence at 9:30 a.m. 
tomorrow. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maine is recognized. 
AMENDMENT NO. 190 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Maine [Ms. COLLINS], for 

herself, Mr. BOND, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. ROB-
ERTS, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Ms. 
SNOWE, Mr. ENZI, Mr. HUTCHINSON, and Mr. 
SANTORUM, proposes an amendment num-
bered 190. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To establish a reserve fund to 

eliminate further cuts in medicare pay-
ments to home health agencies) 
At the end of title II, insert the following: 

SEC. ll. RESERVE FUND FOR MEDICARE PAY-
MENTS TO HOME HEALTH AGEN-
CIES. 

If the Senate Committee on Finance or the 
House Committee on Ways and Means or 
Commerce reports a bill, or if an amendment 
thereto is offered or a conference report 
thereon is submitted, that repeals the 15 per-
cent reduction in payments under the medi-
care program to home health agencies en-
acted by the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 and 
now scheduled to go into effect on October 1, 
2002, the chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget of the House or Senate may increase 
the allocation of new budget authority and 

outlays to that committee and other appro-
priate budgetary aggregates and levels by 
the amount needed, but not to exceed $0 in 
new budget authority and outlays in 2002, 
$4,000,000,000 for the period 2002 through 2006, 
and $13,700,000,000 for the period 2002 through 
2011, subject to the condition that such legis-
lation will not, when taken together with all 
other previously-enacted legislation, reduce 
the on-budget surplus below the level of the 
–Medicare Hospital Insurance Trust Fund 
surplus in any fiscal year covered by this 
resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the amendment is 
laid aside. The Senator from North Da-
kota is recognized. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, Senator 
STABENOW is my designee on this 
amendment. She has the amendment to 
send to the desk. I yield to Senator 
STABENOW. 

AMENDMENT NO. 191 
Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 

send the amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows. 
The Senator from Michigan [Ms. STABE-

NOW], for herself and Mr. JOHNSON, proposes 
an amendment numbered 191. 

Ms. STABENOW. I ask unanimous 
consent that reading of the amendment 
be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To eliminate further cuts in 

Medicare payments to home health agencies) 
On page 2, line 18, increase the amount by 

$700,000,000. 
On page 3, line 1, increase the amount by 

$1,000,000,000. 
On page 3, line 2, increase the amount by 

$1,100,000,000. 
On page 3, line 3, increase the amount by 

$1,300,000,000. 
On page 3, line 4, increase the amount by 

$1,500,000,000. 
On page 3, line 5, increase the amount by 

$1,700,000,000. 
On page 3, line 6, increase the amount by 

$1,900,000,000. 
On page 3, line 7, increase the amount by 

$2,100,000,000. 
On page 3, line 8, increase the amount by 

$2,400,000,000. 
On page 3, line 14, decrease the amount by 

$700,000,000. 
On page 3, line 15, decrease the amount by 

$1,000,000,000. 
On page 3, line 16, decrease the amount by 

$1,100,000,000. 
On page 3, line 17, decrease the amount by 

$1,300,000,000. 
On page 3, line 18, decrease the amount by 

$1,500,000,000. 
On page 3, line 19, decrease the amount by 

$1,700,000,000. 
On page 3, line 20, decrease the amount by 

$1,900,000,000. 
On page 3, line 21, decrease the amount by 

$2,100,000,000. 
On page 3, line 22, decrease the amount by 

$2,400,000,000. 
On page 4, line 3, increase the amount by 

$700,000,000. 
On page 4, line 4, increase the amount by 

$1,000,000,000. 
On page 4, line 5, increase the amount by 

$1,100,000,000. 
On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by 

$1,300,000,000. 
On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by 

$1,500,000,000. 
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On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by 

$1,700,000,000. 
On page 4, line 9, increase the amount by 

$1,900,000,000. 
On page 4, line 10, increase the amount by 

$2,100,000,000. 
On page 4, line 11, increase the amount by 

$2,400,000,000. 
On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by 

$700,000,000. 
On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by 

$1,000,000,000. 
On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by 

$1,100,000,000. 
On page 4, line 20, increase the amount by 

$1,300,000,000. 
On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by 

$1,500,000,000. 
On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by 

$1,700,000,000. 
On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by 

$1,900,000,000. 
On page 5, line 1, increase the amount by 

$2,100,000,000. 
On page 5, line 2, increase the amount by 

$2,400,000,000. 
On page 30, line 23, increase the amount by 

$700,000,000. 
On page 30, line 24, increase the amount by 

$700,000,000. 
On page 31, line 2, increase the amount by 

$1,000,000,000. 
On page 31, line 3, increase the amount by 

$1,000,000,000. 
On page 31, line 6, increase the amount by 

$1,100,000,000. 
On page 31, line 7, increase the amount by 

$1,100,000,000. 
On page 31, line 10, increase the amount by 

$1,300,000,000. 
On page 31, line 10, increase the amount by 

$1,300,000,000. 
On page 31, line 14, increase the amount by 

$1,500,000,000. 
On page 31, line 15, increase the amount by 

$1,500,000,000. 
On page 31, line 18, increase the amount by 

$1,700,000,000. 
On page 31, line 19, increase the amount by 

$1,700,000,000. 
On page 31, line 22, increase the amount by 

$1,900,000,000. 
On page 31, line 23, increase the amount by 

$1,900,000,000. 
On page 32, line 2, increase the amount by 

$2,100,000,000. 
On page 32, line 3, increase the amount by 

$2,100,000,000. 
On page 32, line 6, increase the amount by 

$2,400,000,000. 
On page 32, line 7, increase the amount by 

$2,400,000,000. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maine. 
Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to join with several of my col-
leagues, including Senators BOND, 
HUTCHINSON, MIKULSKI, ENSIGN, SNOWE, 
COCHRAN, GORDON SMITH, and 
SANTORUM, in introducing this amend-
ment to eliminate the automatic 15- 
percent reduction in Medicare pay-
ments to home health agencies now 
scheduled to take effect on October 1 of 
next year. 

Our amendment will create a reserve 
fund of $13.7 billion that can be used 
solely to eliminate the 15-percent re-
duction in payments to home health 
agencies now scheduled to go into ef-
fect on October 1, 2002. Our amendment 
contains a safety mechanism that pro-
tects the Medicare HI trust fund for 
each year covered by the budget resolu-
tion. In other words—I want this to be 

clear—the Medicare trust fund will not 
be used to pay for the elimination of 
the scheduled reduction in home health 
payments. 

Health care has gone full circle. Pa-
tients are spending less time in the 
hospital, more and more procedures are 
being done on an outpatient basis, and 
recovery and care for patients with 
chronic diseases and conditions have 
increasingly been taking place in the 
home. Moreover, the number of older 
Americans who are chronically ill or 
disabled in some way continues to grow 
with each passing year as our popu-
lation grows older. 

As a consequence, home health care 
has become an increasingly important 
part of our health care system. The 
kinds of highly skilled and often tech-
nically complex services that our Na-
tion’s home health nurses provide have 
enabled millions of our most frail and 
vulnerable elderly individuals to avoid 
hospitals and nursing homes and stay 
just where they want to be—in the 
comfort, security, and privacy of their 
own homes. 

The rapid growth in home health 
spending, from 1990 to 1997, understand-
ably prompted the Congress and the 
Clinton administration, as part of the 
Balanced Budget Act of 1997, to initiate 
changes that were intended to slow the 
growth in spending and make this im-
portant program more cost effective 
and efficient. Unfortunately, these 
measures have produced cuts in home 
health spending far beyond what Con-
gress ever intended. 

According to estimates by the Con-
gressional Budget Office, home health 
spending dropped to $9.2 billion in the 
year 2000, just about half the amount 
we were spending in 1997. This is at a 
time when demand and the need for 
home health services have only in-
creased. On the horizon and very trou-
bling is an additional 15-percent cut 
that would put our already struggling 
home health agencies at risk and would 
seriously jeopardize access to critical 
home health services for millions of 
our Nation’s seniors. 

The Medicare home health benefit 
has already been cut far more deeply 
and abruptly than any other benefit in 
the history of the Medicare program. It 
is now abundantly clear that the sav-
ings goals set for home health in the 
Balanced Budget Act of 1997 have not 
only been met but far surpassed. The 
most recent CBO projections show that 
the post-Balanced Budget Act reduc-
tions in home health services will 
amount to about $69 billion between 
fiscal years 1998 and 2002. This is more 
than four times the $16 billion that the 
CBO originally estimated for that time 
period and is a clear indication that 
the Medicare home health cutbacks 
have been far too deep. 

Moreover, the financial problems 
home health agencies have been experi-
encing have been exacerbated by a host 
of ill-conceived regulatory require-
ments imposed by the Clinton adminis-
tration. As a consequence of these bur-

densome and costly regulations, as well 
as the reductions in reimbursements, 
approximately 3,300 home health agen-
cies have either closed their doors or 
stopped serving Medicare patients. 

Moreover, the Health Care Financing 
Administration estimates that 900,000 
fewer home health patients received 
services in 1999 than in 1997. That is 
900,000 frail, elderly, ill individuals who 
have lost their access to home health 
services. 

This startling statistic points to the 
central and most critical issue: Cuts of 
this magnitude simply cannot be sus-
tained without ultimately harming pa-
tient care. 

The impact of these cutbacks has 
been particularly devastating in my 
home State of Maine. The number of 
Medicare home health patients in 
Maine dropped by 23 percent in just 2 
years’ time. That translates into more 
than 11,000 home health patients no 
longer receiving services. There was 
also a 40-percent drop in the number of 
home health visits in Maine and a 31- 
percent cut in Medicare payments to 
home health agencies in the State. 

Keep in mind, Maine’s home health 
agencies were already very prudent in 
their use of resources. They were low- 
cost agencies in the beginning. They 
simply had no cushion to absorb this 
cut. Indeed, these cutbacks cut to the 
bone and are harming care in the State 
of Maine. 

Last year I had the opportunity to 
meet and visit with a number of home 
health patients and nurses throughout 
my State. I heard heartbreaking sto-
ries about the impact of Medicare cut-
backs and how regulatory restrictions 
have affected both the quality and the 
availability of home health care serv-
ices, jeopardizing the health and well- 
being of numerous senior citizens. For 
example, a nurse told me of the tragic 
story of one of her patients, an elderly 
Maine woman who suffered from ad-
vanced Alzheimer’s disease, pneu-
monia, and hypertension, among other 
illnesses. This patient was bedbound, 
verbally nonresponsive, and had a se-
ries of other troubling health problems, 
including infections and weight loss. 
This woman had been receiving home 
health services for approximately 2 
years. During that time, due to the 
care of the skilled and compassionate 
home health nurse, her condition had 
stabilized. 

Unfortunately, the care provided to 
this patient had to end when the home 
health agency received a Federal no-
tice indicating that this poor woman 
no longer qualified for home health 
care. 

Mr. President, less than 3 months 
later this woman died as a result of a 
wound from an untreated infection in 
her foot. One cannot help but speculate 
that this tragedy might well have been 
prevented had this woman continued to 
receive home health care. 

This is only one of the heart-wrench-
ing stories that I have heard from both 
patients and dedicated home health 
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nurses throughout the State of Maine. 
I am, therefore, extremely concerned 
that there is yet another cut in home 
health care looming on the horizon, 
that an additional automatic 15-per-
cent cut is scheduled to go into effect 
on October 1 of next year. This cut 
would sound the death knell for many 
of our already struggling home health 
agencies, and it would further jeop-
ardize access to critical home health 
services for millions of our Nation’s 
seniors. 

Since we have already surpassed the 
savings target set by the Balanced 
Budget Act of 1997, further cuts simply 
are not necessary. 

Mr. President, the fact that Congress 
has delayed the automatic 15-percent 
cutback for 3 straight years dem-
onstrates that the cut is not justified, 
it is not warranted. To simply keep de-
laying this cut 1 year at a time, year 
after year, is to leave a ‘‘sword of Dam-
ocles’’ hanging over the heads of these 
home health agencies. It makes it im-
possible for them to plan how they are 
going to serve their patients. It causes 
them to turn down patients who are 
complicated and costly to serve be-
cause they can’t count on the reim-
bursement. This further cut is not 
needed, and it should be eliminated al-
together once and for all. 

Mr. President, the amendment we are 
introducing today will enable us to 
eliminate this cut once and for all. It 
will provide a needed measure of relief 
and certainty for cost-effective home 
health care providers across this coun-
try that are experiencing serious finan-
cial difficulties that are inhibiting 
their ability to deliver much needed 
care, particularly to those chronically 
ill elderly with complex care needs. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support 
my amendment. I reserve the remain-
der of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan is recognized. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
rise to commend my colleague from 
Maine for her comments. I could not 
agree more about the importance of 
home health care for families all across 
America. We all know there are more 
and more people who desire to live at 
home, and they can because of modern 
medicine. There are more and more of 
us as baby boomers, and others, who 
have parents or grandparents we wish 
to help care for in our own homes or in 
their homes. Home health care is a 
critical part of the network of health 
care for our citizens. 

I could not agree more that we need 
to make sure the next cut—this 15-per-
cent cut that has been delayed three 
times by the Congress—does not actu-
ally take effect in October of 2002. 

My problem with the amendment 
spoken to is it does not guarantee that 
cut will not take place. In fact, the 
amendment I am offering would guar-
antee—no ifs, ands, or buts about it— 
that this cut would not take effect. 
When I look at my colleague’s amend-
ment, first of all, it says if there is a 

repeal of the 15-percent reduction, the 
House and Senate Budget Committees 
‘‘may’’ increase the allocation of new 
budget authority—not that they 
‘‘shall’’ or that they ‘‘have to’’ but 
they ‘‘may.’’ I believe we have to say 
that they ‘‘must.’’ 

Secondly, unfortunately, the way 
this is put together, it creates a shell 
game once again. While appearing to 
protect the Medicare trust fund and 
saying that these dollars do not come 
out of the Medicare trust fund, they, in 
fact, set up a scenario that does, in 
fact, guarantee, I believe, that the $13.7 
billion will not be available because 
with all of the things being talked 
about, with all of the on-budget surplus 
being used for the tax cut being talked 
about, with the efforts going on here, 
and what will be happening with all the 
other priorities, it will be impossible to 
keep this commitment; in fact, we will 
see that cut happen—at least there is 
no guarantee under this amendment 
that that horrendous 15-percent cut 
will not happen. 

Mr. President, the amendment I have 
offered is for the same amount of dol-
lars, $13.7 billion. But instead of having 
the ifs, ands, maybes, and the mays, 
what we say is that these dollars are 
taken off of the top—a small amount of 
money—of the tax cut and shall be 
guaranteed and put aside for home 
health care to guarantee that this 15- 
percent cut will not take place. 

This is a very small amount of dol-
lars. I know people in my State—the 
people who want us to put forward a 
balanced approach, who support a tax 
cut and also want to make sure we are 
continuing to pay down the debt—also 
are very concerned about putting aside 
a small amount of dollars to make sure 
that our seniors can live at home in 
dignity; that families can care for 
loved ones and have the opportunity to 
have valuable home health care serv-
ices available to them. 

As my colleague from Maine indi-
cated, when the Balanced Budget Act 
was put into place, it was anticipated 
that the Medicare home health cuts 
would be $16 billion, and we find just a 
few years later that it is estimated to 
be four times that amount. We did not 
realize that when the BBA was passed. 
I argue that it was a case of unintended 
consequences, and that we have recog-
nized that by delaying the 15-percent 
cut three different times, because we 
know they are excessive, that there is 
something wrong when there has been 
a 24-percent drop in the number of pa-
tients served by home health agencies. 

When we see a 30-percent reduction 
in the number of agencies serving 
Medicare patients nationwide—30 per-
cent—we are talking about almost a 
third of a cut in those serving Medicare 
patients in home health care across 
this country, while the demand is 
going up. The citizens of our country 
are getting older and living longer, and 
we all celebrate that we are living 
longer. Unfortunately, with that comes 
a greater and greater demand with 
home health care services. 

So I agree with my colleague that, in 
fact, we need to be serious about this. 
We can all talk about men and women 
and children and folks of all parts of 
this country who have been and are 
today in situations where they are in 
desperate need of home health care. We 
can also talk about how it saves dol-
lars—that through home health care 
we are saving dollars in nursing homes 
and other institutional care. It means 
dollars and cents, and it makes sense 
from a quality of life standpoint. 

I strongly agree that we need to pro-
tect these dollars and guarantee that 
this cut does not take effect. Again, 
my concern is that the amendment of 
my friend from Maine, unfortunately, 
does not guarantee that this cut will 
not take effect. We can do that. We 
can, in this process, say that we are 
going to, regardless of the other prior-
ities, regardless of what else is passed, 
put aside this small amount of dollars 
to protect the home health agencies 
and the people they serve all across 
this country. That is what this is 
about. 

I urge my colleagues to reject the 
Collins amendment and to support the 
Stabenow amendment, which is a guar-
antee that, in fact, we will be able to 
protect home health services for our 
citizens. I can’t think of an issue that 
touches so many homes and families 
more than this one—families who are 
hoping that they have the opportunity 
and the resources to care for loved ones 
at home or for people who wish to live 
in dignity in their own home. 

Again, I commend my colleague on 
the other side of the aisle for her com-
ments about the importance of home 
health care. I could not agree more. I 
believe very strongly that we need to 
take as firm a position as we can, and 
the amendment that I offer does. 

The amendment I offered is an abso-
lute guarantee that our home health 
agencies and the people they serve will 
not lose additional dollars and that 
those services will be protected. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator 

yield me 2 minutes? 
Ms. COLLINS. I yield as much time 

as the Senator wants. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, first, 

so there will be no confusion, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Maine, Ms. 
COLLINS, has an amendment that 
makes the money available when the 
committee of jurisdiction reports back 
that the repeal has been accomplished. 
It is a real amendment. It is precisely 
what would have to happen—and the 
Senator is saying that it should hap-
pen—in order to repeal that statute 
about which the Senator is talking. 

I do not want anybody to think the 
Senator offered an amendment that 
does not accomplish her purpose. She 
has been talking about this problem for 
a long time. 

If the Senator had offered an amend-
ment that was not meaningful, that did 
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not get the job done, we would have al-
ready fixed the amendment. We would 
have looked at it first. 

It is a real amendment. It is the real 
way to do it. I thank the Senator from 
Maine for her persistence and for the 
amendment which we will vote on to-
morrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine has 221⁄2 minutes re-
maining. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ne-
glected to mention Senator ROBERTS 
wants to be a cosponsor of the amend-
ment as well. He is on the amendment 
I sent to the desk. I ask unanimous 
consent that Senator DOMENICI be 
added as a cosponsor as well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, Sen-
ator DOMENICI has been extremely help-
ful in drafting this amendment. I am 
grateful for his help. Senator ROBERTS 
has also been a real leader in this area. 

I must say I am very disappointed to 
hear the comments of my friend and 
colleague from Michigan, Senator STA-
BENOW. There is no one who has worked 
harder than I on home health care dur-
ing the last few years. It was the legis-
lation I introduced that was incor-
porated into the Medicare Refinement 
Act that we passed that restored some 
of the cuts to home health agencies. 

I have been honored to work with the 
trade associations representing our Na-
tion’s home health agencies and have 
been very humbled and privileged to 
receive their awards as legislator of the 
year. 

For my colleague to suggest that I 
am offering a sham or phony amend-
ment and to somehow question my sin-
cerity in trying to restore home health 
care is really most unfortunate and 
most disappointing. 

This is, as the distinguished chair-
man of the Budget Committee said, a 
very real amendment. In fact, a reserve 
account is the fairest way to address 
this problem. We are still going to have 
to pass legislation, whether it is the 
amendment of the Senator from Michi-
gan that is adopted or whether my 
version is adopted, to actually carry 
out the elimination of the 15-percent 
reduction. But my reserve fund amend-
ment provides a mechanism to bring us 
closer to that goal by reserving those 
funds that we need, that $13.7 billion 
that is necessary. 

As I said, I am very disappointed and 
think it is very unfortunate to have 
my efforts misrepresented. I have 
worked extremely hard on this issue. I 
have introduced legislation that has bi-
partisan support, that has more than 30 
cosponsors expressing support for home 
health care. 

I have visited elderly people in Maine 
who are receiving home health care, 
and I know how absolutely critical it is 
to them. 

On my most recent home health 
visit, I accompanied a very dedicated, 
professional, and compassionate home 
health nurse to a town outside of Ban-
gor. This woman was receiving home 
health care while living with her 
daughter. She had lung cancer. But 
home health care allowed her to spend 
her final months of her life in her 
daughter’s home—not in a nursing 
home, not in a hospital, but surrounded 
by her loving family. 

I do not want anything to jeopardize 
the ability of such a woman and so 
many other Maine citizens and citizens 
across this country to receive the home 
health care services they need. 

I visited another couple in my home-
town of Caribou. They were both in 
their mid-eighties. One was in a wheel-
chair. Each of them had very serious 
health problems. Home health care al-
lowed this elderly couple to stay to-
gether in their own home where they 
had lived for more than 60 years rather 
than be separated and having one sent 
to a nursing home. 

That is how important home health 
care is, and there is no one who is more 
committed than I to making sure we 
undo the damage that was inadvert-
ently done by the Balanced Budget Act 
of 1997 and the very burdensome and 
onerous regulations imposed by the 
Clinton administration. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment that I and many others 
have offered so that we can bring our-
selves a step closer to making sure we 
eliminate once and for all this 15-per-
cent ill-advised cut in Medicare home 
health care reimbursements. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 
Mr. REID. Will the Senator from 

Michigan yield? 
Ms. STABENOW. I will be happy to 

yield. 
Mr. REID. The Senator from Maine 

wishes to offer a unanimous consent re-
quest. 

Ms. COLLINS. I am sorry; I could not 
hear the Senator. 

Mr. REID. It is my understanding the 
Senator wants to offer a unanimous 
consent request. 

Ms. COLLINS. I believe the Senator 
from Nevada knew that before I did. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine. 

Ms. COLLINS. I appreciate the Sen-
ator yielding. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the only first-degree amend-
ments in order on Friday be those 
amendments submitted at the desk by 
2 p.m. on Thursday, with the exception 
of an amendment to be offered by the 
minority leader and an amendment to 
be offered by the majority leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I appreciate 
the courtesy of the Senator from 
Michigan. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, first, 
I in no way intended to express doubt 
about my colleague’s sincerity on this 
issue. I, in fact, indicated in my com-
ments that I appreciated her commit-
ment and understand this is an issue 
with which she has been very involved 
and it certainly is an issue she cares 
deeply about and an amendment, I am 
sure, that is intended for all purposes 
to move in the right direction. I com-
mend her for that. 

I shared those same experiences when 
I was in the House of Representatives 
working with the home health groups 
and having the opportunity to be very 
involved as a House Member. 

I very much appreciate the work of 
the Senator from Maine. 

What I question is simply the lan-
guage in the amendment and the mech-
anism being used. The practical reality 
is that if we adopt an amendment that 
indicates the dollars will be put aside 
but cannot be used if, in fact, the Medi-
care trust fund is dipped into, that is 
an impossible situation because the 
vast majority of the contingency fund 
is, in fact, the Medicare trust fund. 

When we look at what the President 
has proposed to spend from the contin-
gency fund, which is the Medicare trust 
fund predominantly, my fear is that we 
will find a situation where the Sen-
ator’s well-intended amendment, if 
adopted, might be in a situation where 
it could not take effect without dipping 
into the Medicare trust fund. 

This bars dipping into the Medicare 
trust fund, which I support. But by 
using this mechanism, it, in fact, may 
not provide the protection she desires. 

My amendment simply takes the 
same amount of dollars, but by taking 
it off the top rather than through some 
language about the contingency fund 
and not using the Medicare trust fund, 
by simply taking it off the top, we 
guarantee that money can be put aside. 
We can call it a reserve fund. That 
makes a lot of sense. 

Let us work together and call it a re-
serve fund and put it aside but not 
make it contingent upon all of the 
other decisions that will be made by 
the Budget Committee, the Finance 
Committee, and others, in ways in 
which this contingency fund will be 
structured. That is my concern. 

I appreciate the fact there is a desire 
to keep intact the President’s tax pro-
posal. I appreciate that. I have a dif-
ferent view in terms of priorities, 
wanting to see the tax cut as part of 
the priorities and paying down the 
debt, and making sure we can carve out 
a small amount of the total for home 
health care. I would like to see it writ-
ten in stone so it is not dependent upon 
other conditions. 

The amendment says it would be sub-
ject to certain conditions, when taken 
together with all other previously en-
acted legislation. In total, if the 
amount involved would reduce the on- 
budget surplus below the level of the 
Medicare hospital insurance trust fund, 
then it would not happen. 
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The bottom line is, we see this Sen-

ate moving in the direction of ‘‘com-
bining’’ when all is said and done be-
cause of the desire to move the Medi-
care trust fund into spending, which is 
the direction the Senate has been mov-
ing. The President has asked to move 
the Medicare trust fund into spending 
and because all kinds of things have 
been promised out of that Medicare 
trust fund and out of the contingency 
fund, unfortunately, this language does 
not guarantee we can protect home 
health care agencies from the 15-per-
cent cut. 

I will gladly work with my colleague 
to find a way to make sure we can 
guarantee this 15-percent cut will not 
take effect. I couldn’t agree more. We 
see a 24-percent drop in the number of 
patients served by home health agen-
cies. We are talking about real people, 
real people’s lives, families who are 
struggling, people who need care. I 
couldn’t agree more that we need to 
make a strong statement in support of 
those who use and need to use home 
health care services. My concern is, as 
with other amendments that relate to 
the whole question of the contingency 
fund, there is no guarantee that, in 
fact, this will be able to happen. 

I welcome my colleague joining with 
me to make sure we put aside $13.7 bil-
lion and that we can work together to 
make sure that is truly available, re-
gardless of what other decisions are 
made regarding the budget. 

As I indicated, in this amendment, 
unfortunately, it is ‘‘subject to the 
condition that such legislation will 
not, when taken together with all 
other previously enacted legislation’’ 
dip into the Medicare trust fund. 

I argue strongly that given that ex-
ception, in fact, the goal would not be 
met. I urge my colleagues to join with 
me in truly protecting home health 
care. I welcome the opportunity to 
work with my colleague to do that. I 
know we both share a strong commit-
ment on this issue. I want to make 
sure, as I am sure she does, I want to 
make sure this language is the kind of 
language that will guarantee at the 
end of the day that this 15-percent cut 
does not take effect, no ifs, ands, or 
buts about it, that it does not take ef-
fect and our families will have the op-
portunity to use needed home health 
care services. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, let’s 
get this straight. Whether the amend-
ment of the Senator from Michigan 
passes or whether my amendment 
passes, the Senate Finance Committee 
is still going to have to report legisla-
tion repealing the 15-percent cut. There 
is no absolute guarantee under either 
version. 

The fact is, under the Collins amend-
ment there is far more likelihood that 
we will see repeal of the 15-percent cut 
because I specifically set aside the $13.7 
billion in a reserve fund that can only 
be used to restore the 15-percent cut to 
eliminate the cut. 

By contrast, the amendment of my 
friend and colleague from Michigan 

just increases funding in the Medicare 
account, with no guarantee that the 
money goes for home health care. In-
stead, she takes money out of the tax 
cut. 

The approach I have sets aside the 
$13.7 billion specifically for the purpose 
of eliminating the 15-percent cut. 
There is far more of a ‘‘guarantee’’ 
that we will repeal the 15-percent cut 
under the Collins amendment than 
under the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Michigan. 

I think it is unfortunate the Senator 
from Michigan has not joined on to the 
Collins amendment. I am very pleased 
to say, and appreciative of the fact, she 
is a cosponsor of the legislation that I 
have introduced, which more than 30 
Members have cosponsored, to elimi-
nate the 15-percent cut. If we are talk-
ing about what version of the amend-
ment is more likely to bring about the 
goal that we both share, it is clearly 
the version I have offered which says 
that the money can only be used for 
home health care and for eliminating 
the 15-percent cut. 

I also find it ironic that the amend-
ment is being criticized now for ex-
empting and providing a mechanism of 
safeguard for the Medicare HI trust 
fund. That has been an issue that has 
been repeatedly raised by Members of 
the minority party, by Members of the 
Democratic Party, as a concern about 
these amendments. In an attempt to 
respond to that concern, I make sure 
we shield the Medicare trust fund so it 
could not be tapped for this purpose 
and that this would be new money. To 
now hear criticisms of the amendment 
because we put in those safeguards 
strikes me as puzzling, to say the least. 

Again, my goal is to make sure every 
elderly American who needs home 
health care, who wants to receive serv-
ices in the privacy, security, and com-
fort of their own homes is able to do so. 
Home health care has become so im-
portant and we must ensure that our 
frail, vulnerable elderly receive the 
services they need. 

I yield the floor but reserve the re-
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
make it clear I agree with protecting 
the Medicare trust fund. That is very 
laudable. I wish we were totally pro-
tecting it from any areas of spending. 
My concern is simply that when we 
protect it, as this amendment does, it 
makes it impossible to find the $13.7 
billion when you look at the conditions 
put in this amendment. 

It is excellent to protect the Medi-
care trust fund, but the reality is the 
contingency fund that has been put for-
ward by the President in this resolu-
tion uses the entire Medicare trust 
fund to fund it. It is really a Catch-22. 
That is my concern. 

I certainly am hopeful we will be able 
to truly put aside the dollars and make 
sure that, regardless of what else hap-
pens in the process, we have dollars put 
aside to protect home health care. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
The Senator from Nevada. 
Mr. REID. The Senator from Michi-

gan has indicated she is willing to yield 
back time. I don’t know if there is any-
one who wishes to speak on the other 
side. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I rise to 
join with my colleague from Maine, 
Senator COLLINS, to offer an amend-
ment on Medicare home health care. 
This amendment will give us the abil-
ity later this year to pass the Home 
Health Payment Fairness Act, a bill I 
have sponsored with the Senator from 
Maine and 31 other Senators, that tries 
to ensure that seniors and disabled 
Americans have appropriate access to 
high-quality home health care. 

Home health care is a crucial part of 
Medicare through which seniors can 
get basic nursing and therapy care in 
their home. It is convenient. It is cost- 
effective. But more importantly, home 
health is the key to fulfilling a vir-
tually universal desire among seniors 
and those with disabilities, to remain 
independent and within the comfort of 
their own homes despite their health 
problems. 

Yet we have a crisis in home health, 
too many seniors who could and should 
be receiving home health are not get-
ting it. This is tragic. 

We all know the basic history, Con-
gress made cuts in the Balanced Budg-
et Act, the Health Care Financing Ad-
ministration went too far in implemen-
tation, providers struggled or dis-
appeared, and now patients are having 
a harder time getting care. This has 
been true for hospitals, for nursing 
homes, and for home health. 

But there are two things that distin-
guish the home health crisis from all of 
the other Balanced Budget Act prob-
lems. First and most importantly, no 
other group of Medicare patients and 
providers, absolutely none, has suffered 
as much. The numbers don’t lie: In 
1999, two years after the Balanced 
Budget Act, almost 900,000 fewer sen-
iors and disabled Americans were re-
ceiving home health care than pre-
viously. More than 3,300 of the Nation’s 
10,000 home health agencies have either 
gone out-of-business, or have stopped 
serving Medicare patients. 

Medicare home health spending has 
actually gone down for three straight 
years, dropping by 46 percent from 1997 
and 2000. 

In my home state of Missouri, 27,000 
fewer patients are receiving home care 
than before, a drop of 30 percent. And 
almost 140 home health care providers, 
almost half, have disappeared since the 
Balanced Budget Act. 

The second thing that is unique 
about home health, the biggest cuts 
may be yet to come. 

While other Medicare providers will 
still face some additional Balanced 
Budget Act cuts, nobody faces any-
thing like the 15-percent across-the- 
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board home cuts that are now sched-
uled for October of 2002. That’s a 15- 
percent cut on top of everything else 
that has happened thus far. 

I do not believe this should happen, 
and I actually don’t know of anybody 
who believes the 15-percent health cuts 
should take effect. That’s why Con-
gress has already delayed the 25-per-
cent cuts three separate times. 

Our amendment would give us the 
room in the budget to fix this once and 
for all, no more mere delays, no more 
half-measures. This amendment will 
allow us to pass legislation later this 
year to permanently eliminate these 
15-percent cuts. 

Home health care has been through 
enough. Our Nation’s dedicated home 
health providers deserve to be left 
alone and given a break so they can 
focus on patient care rather than sur-
vival. The last thing they need is more 
cuts. And that is all our bill tries to do, 
we try to spare home care patients and 
agencies additional cuts that threaten 
to make a bad situation worse. The 
seniors and disabled Americans who 
rely on home health for the health 
care, and for their independence, de-
serve no less. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I have 
a unanimous consent request. Senator 
BURNS would like to be added as a co-
sponsor of the amendment. I ask unani-
mous consent that he be so added. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 11 minutes. 

Ms. COLLINS. I would like at this 
time to reserve my time, but if other 
Senators wish to speak I have no objec-
tion. 

Mr. REID. If the Senator will yield, 
we have reserved 5 minutes for the Sen-
ator in the morning and 5 minutes for 
Senator STABENOW. Senator GRASSLEY 
wishes to speak as in morning business. 

Unless the Senator has some urge to 
speak tonight on this subject, my point 
is, if she has nothing more to say, we 
will yield back all time and allow Sen-
ator GRASSLEY to speak as in morning 
business. He wants to speak for an ex-
tended time. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, is all 
the time yielded back on the amend-
ment on the other side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 
Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I would 

just like to make certain there are no 
Members on our side—— 

Mr. REID. I have checked with staff 
and they indicated they know of no 
one. 

Ms. COLLINS. In view of those assur-
ances, even though this is one of my fa-
vorite topics and I would like to con-
tinue to talk about it, as a courtesy to 
my colleagues, I will yield the remain-
der of my time. 

AMENDMENT NO. 174 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, to move 

the budget process forward, I voted to 
support the Grassley amendment today 

to raise the levels of spending for agri-
culture programs in the budget resolu-
tion. Despite my favorable vote, I wish 
to express my deep concerns about the 
form and level of spending included in 
this amendment. 

The Grassley amendment will add an 
additional $63 billion in mandatory 
spending to agricultural programs over 
ten years, which is assumed to be paid 
from projected budget surpluses. This 
is above the amount proposed by my 
Republican colleagues on the budget 
committee. By designating the extra 
$63 billion as mandatory spending, 
much of this funding will be targeted 
toward farm subsidy programs. 

The needs of American family farm-
ers are not being ignored. Congress is 
in the process of drafting a new Farm 
bill to reauthorize USDA programs, 
which many would view as the appro-
priate vehicle to tackle necessary re-
form and address farm crises. In the 
past few years, Congress has approved 
more than $20 billion in emergency 
farm aid for crop losses and disaster as-
sistance. The agriculture appropria-
tions bill for fiscal year 2001 was pad-
ded with $300 million in porkbarrel 
spending for towns, universities, re-
search institutes and a myriad of other 
entities. This is already an exorbitant 
commitment by the American tax-
payer. 

I believe it is fundamentally wrong 
that we are asking taxpayers to pay 
billions more, above already inflated 
levels of spending for farm programs 
and subsidies, particularly when the 
federal government is not meeting its 
current obligations for other des-
ignated mandatory spending programs 
such as education. For example, this 
budget resolution does not account for 
the federal government’s responsibility 
to pay 40 percent of the Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act, IDEA, 
for special education. I believe many of 
my colleagues would agree that we 
should prioritize mandatory spending 
for existing responsibilities not being 
fulfilled without requiring the tax-
payers to spend an additional $63 bil-
lion for farm programs that have al-
ready been more than compensated. 

After consultation with the leader-
ship on this particular amendment, my 
colleagues stated that if Senator 
GRASSLEY’s amendment failed, many 
would be in the position of having to 
vote for the Johnson amendment, 
which would have raised mandatory 
spending on agriculture programs by 
$97 billion, as the only available alter-
native. Therefore, while I believe this 
to be irresponsible fiscal policy, I ulti-
mately decided to vote in favor of the 
Grassley amendment to move the proc-
ess forward on the budget resolution 
and to avoid even greater wasteful 
spending. I remind my colleagues, how-
ever, that we still have an important 
obligation to American taxpayers to 
ensure that any spending we approve 
through the annual appropriations 
process pursuant to this budget resolu-
tion is fair, fiscally responsible, and 
targeted at those truly in need. 

JUDICIARY COMMITTEE VIEWS 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD the Judiciary Committee’s 
views and estimates letter from Sen-
ator HATCH. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 

Washington, DC, March 21, 2001. 
Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI, 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, U.S. Sen-

ate, Washington, DC. 

Hon. KENT CONRAD, 
Ranking Democrat, Committee on the Budget, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR PETE AND KENT: Thank you for your 

recent letter requesting my views pursuant 
to Section 301(d) of the Congressional Budget 
Act. As you know, the Committee on the Ju-
diciary has jurisdiction over Department of 
Justice programs, as well as matters relating 
to the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office. 
After consultation with members of the 
Committee, I have prepared the following 
comments regarding the budget of the De-
partment of Justice and the Patent and 
Trademark Office. 

As I noted last year, the fiscal discipline 
exhibited by Congress in the past several 
years, culminating with the historic 1997 bal-
anced budget agreement, has helped main-
tain and ensure a robust economy not just 
for now, but for the next generation as well. 
Maintaining a balanced federal budget will, 
of course, require us to make tough choices 
about spending priorities. Such changes 
must be executed in a fashion to ensure that 
each dollar is spent in a productive fashion. 
No department should be exempt from care-
ful scrutiny. 

Exercising fiscal responsibility, however, 
does not absolve us of our responsibility to 
carry out the core functions of government. 
As I am certain you agree, the administra-
tion of justice, including the protection of 
the public from crime and terrorism, are 
core functions of government. Indeed, as we 
begin the new millennium, these threats are 
becoming more sophisticated and dangerous, 
making vigilance more important than be-
fore. I look forward to working with you to 
develop a budget resolution that reflects the 
importance of this category of spending. 

With these thoughts in mind, I am pleased 
to provide you with the views and estimates 
of the Committee on the Judiciary for the 
FY 2002 budget. 

STATE AND LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT 
ASSISTANCE 

State and local law enforcement assistance 
programs, funded largely through the Office 
of Justice Programs (OJP), are a major com-
ponent of the Department of Justice Budget. 
These federal grants to state and local law 
enforcement allow the federal government to 
contribute directly to the fight against 
crime without involving the Department of 
Justice in prosecuting crimes that are not 
federal in nature. As you know, most violent 
crimes, such as murder, rape, and assault, 
are state crimes, not federal crimes. By pro-
viding these grants, the federal government 
can help to reduce crime in a manner con-
sistent with our constitutional system of 
government. 

Local Law Enforcement Block Grants: The 
Local Law Enforcement Block Grant pro-
gram (LLEBG) provides assistance on a for-
mula basis to local law enforcement agen-
cies. The LLEBG has made it possible for 
local police and sheriffs departments to ac-
quire efficiency-enhancing technology and 
equipment. The LLEBG was funded at ap-
proximately $500 million in FY 2000 and FY 
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2001. I urge continued funding of this valu-
able grant program at a level consistent with 
the two previous fiscal years. 

Byrne Grants: The Edward Byrne Memo-
rial State and Local Law Enforcement As-
sistance Grant program is a successful and 
popular program which provides needed as-
sistance to state and local law enforcement 
for a wide variety of purposes, such as pur-
chasing capital equipment. Like the LLEBG, 
this program provides needed assistance to 
state and local law enforcement without en-
tangling the federal government in the pros-
ecution of crimes that are not federal in na-
ture. I urge continued funding of this valu-
able grant program at a level consistent with 
the two previous fiscal years. 

Juvenile Accountability Block Grants: 
This program provides valuable grants to 
states for a variety of law enforcement pur-
poses targeting juvenile crime, including 
graduated sanctions, drug testing, and juve-
nile detention and incarceration. 

Juvenile crime continues to be among the 
greatest criminal justice challenges in 
America. Juveniles account for nearly one- 
fifth of all criminal arrests. Even with the 
recent reductions in juvenile crime, there is 
a potential for significant increases in juve-
nile crime as the children of the baby boom 
generation mature into the prime age for 
criminal activity. 

In the last several years, the Juvenile Ac-
countability Block Grants received approxi-
mately $250 million per year. This is the only 
federal money dedicated to juvenile law en-
forcement and accountability programs. By 
contrast, the federal government spends bil-
lions of dollars in prevention funds for at- 
risk youth. There should be a balanced ap-
proach to juvenile crime with resources dedi-
cated to prevention and accountability. 
Therefore, I urge continued funding for this 
program at a level consistent with the two 
previous fiscal years. 

State Criminal Alien Incarceration Grants: 
The State Criminal Alien Assistance Pro-
gram (SCAAP) reimburses states and local 
governments for the costs incurred in incar-
cerating illegal aliens who commit crimes in 
this country. Immigration is the responsi-
bility of the federal government. The SCAAP 
reimbursements fulfill the federal responsi-
bility to at least partially indemnify states 
for the costs of illegal immigration. These 
grants should be funded at an adequate level. 
Last year, the SCAAP grants received ap-
proximately $600 million. I urge continued 
funding for this program at an adequate 
level which is consistent with the two pre-
vious fiscal years. 

DNA Analysis Backlog Elimination 
Grants: DNA samples must be analyzed by 
accredited laboratories before the samples 
can be placed in CODIS, the national DNA 
evidence database. Unfortunately, there is 
an approximate two-year nationwide backlog 
of 700,000 unanalyzed convicted offender DNA 
samples and unanalyzed DNA evidence from 
unsolved crimes. Authorities estimate that 
at least 600 felonies will be solved by elimi-
nating the backlog of convicted offender 
DNA samples alone. Consequently, I urge 
funding of the recently enacted DNA Anal-
ysis Backlog Elimination Grants to help 
States analyze DNA samples and evidence 
and expedite their inclusion in CODIS. 

In addition, state laboratories desperately 
need funding for buildings, equipment, and 
training of personnel in order to eliminate 
the backlog and to process crime scene evi-
dence in a timely manner. Therefore, I urge 
adequate funding for the recently enacted 
Paul Coverdell National Forensic Sciences 
Improvement Act. 

Criminal Technology Grants: Crime tech-
nology is critical to effective law enforce-
ment. Millions of dollars have been invested 

in national systems, such as the Integrated 
Automated Fingerprint Identification Sys-
tem and the National Criminal Information 
Center 2000, which require state participa-
tion in order to be effective. 

Additionally, state and local governments 
are at a crucial juncture in the development 
and integration of their criminal justice 
technology. The Crime Identification Tech-
nology Act (CITA) provides for system inte-
gration, permitting all components of crimi-
nal justice to share information and commu-
nicate more effectively on a real-time basis. 
There is also a tremendous need to integrate 
the patchwork of federal programs that fund 
only specific areas of anti-crime technology. 
Therefore, I recommend funding for CITA at 
a level consistent with the previous two fis-
cal years. 

DRUG ABUSE 
Combating drug trafficking remains one of 

the Judiciary Committee’s top priorities. As 
you know, drug use among teenagers rose 
sharply throughout much of the last admin-
istration. However, in the past few years, be-
cause of the attention paid to the issue by 
Congress, drug use among teens has leveled 
off. Still, the rate of teenage use remains far 
too high. 

Drug abuse in not confined to American 
teenagers. Far too many Americans still 
abuse illegal drugs, and the problem threat-
ens to worsen as drugs such as methamphet-
amine and ecstasy become increasingly 
available throughout the country. We know 
that an effective drug control strategy can 
dramatically reduce drug use in this coun-
try. Such a strategy must embody a bal-
anced approach and must contain both de-
mand and supply reduction elements. This 
approach, which has the virtue of being non-
partisan, enjoys wide support. It has been en-
dorsed by the law enforcement community, 
prevention and treatment experts, state and 
local government organizations, community- 
based organizations, and prominent political 
figures from across the ideological spectrum. 

As for the supply reduction component of 
this strategy, the budget should contain suf-
ficient resources to fund vigorous domestic 
law enforcement activities, including defend-
ing our borders, and international interdic-
tion efforts. Such funding includes supply re-
duction efforts by the Department of De-
fense, the Coast Guard, and domestic law en-
forcement agencies, such as the Drug En-
forcement Administration, the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation, and the Customs Serv-
ice. 

While we know that vigorous law enforce-
ment measures are necessary, we must also 
provide resources for drug prevention and 
treatment programs. Such community-based 
programs, as we learned in the 1980’s, can 
significantly reduce drug use in our commu-
nities. I recently introduced S. 304, the 
‘‘Drug Education, Prevention, and Treat-
ment Act of 2001,’’ which sets forth a com-
prehensive package of prevention and treat-
ment proposals. I am confident that these 
programs, if adequately funded, will add the 
necessary demand reduction component to 
our national drug control strategy. I believe 
that if we are to win the war on drugs in 
America, we need a stronger national com-
mitment to demand reduction as a com-
plement to vigorous law enforcement efforts. 
Only with such a balanced approach can we 
remove the scourge of drugs from our soci-
ety. Therefore, I recommend funding for the 
Drug Education, Prevention, and Treatment 
Act of 2001 at a level consistent with its au-
thorization. 

VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN ACT PROGRAMS 
Congress has consistently supported fund-

ing for the majority of initiatives contained 
in the 1994 Violence Against Women Act. 

Last Fall, Congress re-authorized most of 
the programs contained in the original act 
for a five-year period with adjusted funding 
levels. I believe that this legislation will 
continue programs with a track record of ef-
fectiveness. Therefore, I recommend funding 
for this important Act at a level consistent 
with the new authorization. 

ANTITRUST DIVISION FUNDING 
Recognizing the increasingly numerous 

and complex merger proposals confronting 
the Department of Justice, as well as the ex-
plosive growth of high technology industries, 
both in the United States and abroad, a rea-
sonable expansion of the Department’s Anti-
trust Division may be appropriate if a suffi-
cient justification could be made. However, 
given last fiscal year’s increase in the Anti-
trust Division (and the Federal Trade Com-
mission), it appears that both the Division 
and the Commission are adequately funded 
absent a justification for a funding increase. 

RADIATION EXPOSURE COMPENSATION ACT 
FUNDING 

The Department of Justice informed the 
Judiciary Committee last year that there is 
a severe shortfall in the funding for the Ra-
diation Compensation and Exposure Act 
(RECA) Trust Fund. As you know, Congress 
passed the original Act in 1990 as well as sub-
sequent legislation, S. 1515, last year to up-
date the list of compensable illnesses. The 
Department is currently unable to meet any 
of the financial obligations for those individ-
uals whose claims have been approved. As a 
result, hundreds of individuals are receiving 
‘‘IOUs’’ from the federal government in lieu 
of their payment. Accordingly, in order to 
meet the government’s obligation to provide 
financial assistance to these beneficiaries, I 
am requesting $84 million to pay those 
claims which have already been approved as 
well as the projected number of approved 
claims for fiscal year 2001. 
INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY RIGHTS (IPR) CENTER 

Last year, the President’s budget re-
quested $612,000 and eight positions for a 
joint Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) Cen-
ter to be co-led by the FBI and the U.S. Cus-
toms Service. I supported the creation of 
this multi-agency enforcement center in last 
year’s budget, which took a very important 
first step in creating a mechanism for co-
ordinated enforcement of intellectual prop-
erty rights in the United States. I supported 
President Clinton’s budget request to fund 
this center this year as a down-payment, and 
I will continue to be vigilant in seeking to 
ensure that adequate funding is continued in 
the years to come. I hope that we will con-
tinue to move forward to ensure effective 
and efficient IPR enforcement and protec-
tion against the theft of American tech-
nology and intellectual property. 

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK 
OFFICE 

Technology and innovation are the driving 
forces behind our economy. Last year, the 
budget request acknowledged that ‘‘[i]n the 
last 50 years, developments in science and 
technology have generated at least half of 
the nation’s productivity growth, creating 
millions of high-skill, high-wage jobs and 
leading to advances in the economy, national 
security, the environment, transportation, 
and medical care.’’ Yet while President Clin-
ton’s budget purported to promote science 
and technology through increased taxpayer 
funding, it penalized private sector invest-
ment in innovation by siphoning off roughly 
one-third of the total inventor-derived user- 
fees paid to the United States Patent and 
Trademark Office (USPTO) for technology- 
related services. 

The USPTO is 100 percent supported by 
user fees paid by patent and trademark ap-
plicants and owners. Since 1992, Congress has 
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been withholding a gradually increasing por-
tion of the USPTO’s user fees each year. Ex-
amples of recent withholdings include $108 
million in Fiscal Year 1999 and $116 million 
in Fiscal Year 2000. Last December, con-
sistent with the President’s budget request, 
legislation was passed that provides the 
USPTO with a budget of $1,039 million. Of 
the $1,039 million, $784 million will be de-
rived from Fiscal Year 2001 and $255 million 
from a carryover from past years and any 
fees received in excess of $784 million will 
not be available to the USPTO in Fiscal Year 
2001. With a projected revenue of $1,152 mil-
lion for Fiscal Year 2001, this means an over-
all USPTO withholding of approximately 
$368 million for Fiscal Year 2001. 

As you know, I have long opposed the di-
version of patent fees as a debilitative tax on 
innovation. In my view, such a tax flies in 
the face of the Constitution’s patent clause 
and its vision of government as a promoter, 
rather than an inhibitor, of innovation. I was 
pleased to work closely with you to sunset 
the patent surcharge fee in FY 1998, which 
for several years had been the source of the 
patent fee revenue subject to diversion and 
rescission. Last year, I was encouraged that 
the President’s budget for the first time did 
not include fee diversion or recission as a 
means of funding unrelated spending. 

Statutory withholding of fees paid for serv-
ices undermines the integrity of the 
USPTO’s fee-funded agency model and re-
stricts the USPTO’s ability to provide serv-
ice to its customers and to promote Amer-
ican innovation and competitiveness. 
Withholdings are being made at a time when 
the USPTO is experiencing unprecedented 
grown in its workload. In the last five years, 
patent and trademark filings have been on 
the rise. Last year, patent filings were up 
twelve percent and trademark filings were 
up a staggering forty percent. Reduced avail-
ability of fee revenue will prevent the 
USPTO from replacing and hiring examiners 
to handle the increased workload. As a re-
sult, waiting times for patents and trade-
marks could drastically increase in 2001 and 
years to follow and there could be significant 
delays in bringing important new tech-
nologies and products to the marketplace. 
Companies in high-technology, bio-
technology, and many other vital industries 
depend on prompt and high quality patents 
and trademarks to protect business invest-
ments in R&D and new product promotion. 
Moreover, fee diversion will force the USPTO 
to defer certain imperatives in automation, 
electronic filing, and other implementation 
of technology to improve the current ability 
and efficiency of the USPTO to handle in-
creased workload and increasingly complex 
technologies. 

As I understand it, what makes this prac-
tice possible is the fact that, in past years, 
the Budget Committee has delineated a por-
tion of the USPTO’s fee revenue as income 
subject to the discretionary authority of the 
Committees on Appropriations—an artifact 
of the patent fee surcharge created by the 
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990 
(OBRA ’90), which expired on September 30, 
1998. OBRA ’90 segregated a portion of fees 
that were subject to the appropriation dis-
cretion, and the remainder of the USPTO fee 
income was appropriated to the agency on a 
dollar-for-dollar basis. 

With the lapse of the patent fee surcharge, 
the Judiciary Committee fashioned a modi-
fied fee system in which there was no longer 
a ‘‘surcharge’’ component to patent fees. We 
set the level of the fees to recover the cost of 
processing applications and intended that all 
of the fee revenue would be appropriated to 
the USPTO on a dollar-for-dollar basis, as 
was done for the majority of fee income 
under OBRA ’90. We did not intend that there 

should be any discretion to withhold any 
portion of the fee revenues. 

Accordingly, I recommend that in the up-
coming budget all fee revenue of the USPTO 
be classified in a manner that requires that 
it be appropriated to the USPTO on a dollar- 
for-dollar basis. Thus, none of the fee reve-
nues should be considered as discretionary 
expenditures for the purposes of the appro-
priations process. I have appreciated work-
ing with you on this particular issue in the 
past. If legislation is necessary to ensure 
this result, I am pleased to work with you in 
that regard. 

Thank you again for contacting me on this 
matter and for your consideration of these 
views. I look forward to working closely with 
you on this matter and other issues. 

Sincerely, 
ORRIN G. HATCH, 

Chairman. 
FEDERAL EMPLOYEE PAY PARITY 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
would like to commend the chairman 
of the Budget Committee for address-
ing the issue of Federal employee pay 
with the senior Senator from Virginia 
and me today. 

The House-passed fiscal year 2002 
budget resolution contains important 
provisions to ensure parity between the 
pay raises granted to civilian Federal 
employees and those provided to mem-
bers of the armed services. Disparate 
treatment of civilian and military pay 
goes against longstanding policy of 
parity for all those who have chosen to 
serve our Nation—whether that service 
is with the civilian workforce or in the 
armed services. In fact, a comparison 
of military and civilian pay increases 
by the Congressional Research Service 
finds that in 17 of these last 20 years 
military and civilian pay increases 
have been identical. 

Mr. WARNER. In the 106th Congress, 
an overwhelming majority of the 
United States Senate agreed, and ap-
proved a bipartisan pay parity amend-
ment by a vote of 94 to 6 during consid-
eration of legislation I introduced pro-
viding important pay increases for the 
military—S. 4, the Soldiers’, Sailors’, 
Airmen’s, and Marines Bill of Rights. I 
know that Chairman DOMENICI sup-
ported that Federal employee pay par-
ity amendment, and has been an advo-
cate for pay parity through his posi-
tion on the Budget Committee. 

Mr. DOMENICI. As the chairman of 
the Armed Services Committee and the 
Senator from Maryland know, the 
Budget Committee has included lan-
guage assuming parity between the 
raises granted to Federal employees 
and members of the armed services in 
the Committee Report on the Budget 
Resolution for the past 2 years. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank the chairman 
of the Budget Committee for his strong 
past support. Would the Chairman ex-
plain what provisions regarding Fed-
eral employee pay have been included 
in this budget resolution? 

Mr. DOMENICI. In drafting the budg-
et resolution for fiscal year 2002, we 
have assumed that the historic pay 
parity between civilian and military 
employees will be maintained, and that 
the President’s proposed 4.6 percent 

raise for military personnel will be 
similarly provided to all Federal work-
ers next year. 

Mr. SARBANES. I thank the chair-
man, and the distinguished Senator 
from Virginia for their interest and 
support. I am sure we all agree that a 
talented Federal and military work-
force is crucial to getting the work of 
the American people done skillfully 
and efficiently. In many instances, 
Federal civilian and military employ-
ees work side-by-side doing the impor-
tant work of the Nation, and Congress 
has recognized that we should not un-
dermine the morale of these dedicated 
public servants by failing to bring 
them in line with military personnel. 
Continuing pay parity is one way to 
ensure the Federal Government is able 
to attract and retain qualified public 
servants. 

f 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 

the Senator from Iowa be recognized to 
speak as in morning business, and the 
time not be charged against either 
party on the resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendments are laid aside. The 
Senator from Iowa is recognized as in 
morning business. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Did the Senator 
from Nevada have a closing statement 
to make? 

Mr. REID. I also checked with staff 
who, as you know, know more about 
what is going on out here than most of 
us. I am sorry to admit that. They in-
dicated that would be read upon the 
completion of your statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

f 

TAXES 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 

want to address the issue of tax cuts. It 
is an issue on which Republicans and 
Democrats all agree. We may not agree 
on how much taxes should be cut, but 
we do agree that the Federal Govern-
ment is collecting too much tax. The 
current and projected U.S. tax receipts 
are far in excess of the amounts needed 
to operate the Federal Government. 
The most troubling news is that the 
bulk of these excess collections come 
from individual taxpayers. By coming 
from individual taxpayers, I mean 
through the individual income tax. 

The Congressional Budget Office 
projects that the Federal Government 
will accumulate over $3.1 trillion in ex-
cess tax collections over the next 10 
years. These excess collections are pro-
jected at the time when overall Federal 
tax receipts are at one of the highest 
levels in the history of the country. 
You will see from the charts that, even 
worse, individual income tax collec-
tions are near an all-time high, even 
higher than some levels imposed during 
World War II. 

I have a series of charts to illustrate 
our present situation. The first chart I 
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have shows total Federal tax receipts 
as a percentage of gross domestic prod-
uct for the last 40 years. As you can see 
from this chart, tax receipts have fluc-
tuated frequently since 1960. But they 
have escalated very significantly since 
1993. The increase in receipts from 1965 
to 1969 was attributable to the Vietnam 
conflict. The runup in receipts from 
1976 to 1981 was caused by bracket 
creep, which occurs when inflation 
causes wages to increase, forcing peo-
ple into ever higher rate brackets. We 
corrected the problem of bracket creep 
from inflation years ago. 

However, the most shocking spike in 
tax receipts began, as you can see, in 
1993. The Congressional Budget Office’s 
January 2001 report to Congress shows 
that, in 1992, total tax receipts were 
around 17.2 percent of GDP. However, 
since that time, Federal receipts have 
spiked upward very rapidly. By the 
year 2000, Federal tax receipts had ex-
ploded to an astronomical 20.6 percent 
of GDP. The significance of this per-
centage can only be appreciated in a 
historical context. 

In 1944, which was at the height of 
the buildup during World War II, taxes 
as a percentage of gross domestic prod-
uct were 20.9 percent, only one-half 
percent higher than they are this very 
day. By 1945, those taxes had dropped 
to 20.4 percent of GDP, which is lower 
than the collection level this very day. 

It is simply unbelievable to me that 
in times of unprecedented peace and 
prosperity, the Federal Government 
should rake in taxes at a level that ex-
ceeds the level needed to defend Amer-
ica and the rest of the world during 
World War II. It simply does not make 
sense that the Federal Government 
should be collecting this record 
amount of taxes. 

As bad as what I said sounds, it is not 
the whole story. That is because Fed-
eral agencies are required to exclude a 
significant piece of Federal collections. 
I am talking about user fees that tax-
payers pay in order to obtain Federal 
services. These are fees but are still 
money collected from the people of the 
United States by the Federal Govern-
ment. 

For example, when someone visits 
Yosemite or Yellowstone National 
Park, they pay an entrance fee. Busi-
nesses are often required to pay user 
fees to obtain services of the Federal 
agencies. The dirty little secret on user 
fees is that, under our budget laws, 
they are not included as Federal re-
ceipts. Instead, they are treated as an 
offset to the expenses of the Federal 
agency collecting those receipts. So 
you heard me right, they never really 
show up on the Federal books as money 
that the Federal Government collects. 
Under this treatment, user fees, then, 
are a stealth receipt, one that under-
states Federal revenues and under-
states Federal outlays by offsetting the 
agency’s operating expenses. These fees 
I just mentioned are not insignificant. 
During the year 2000, they accounted 
for nearly $212 billion in hidden rev-

enue and expenses. You see on this 
chart that with user fees, we soon get 
to an unprecedented tax level of 22.76 
percent of gross domestic product. 

The most sorry part of this whole 
story is that this huge increase in 
taxes has been borne almost exclu-
sively by the individual American tax-
payer. As this next chart shows, over 
the past decade, tax collection levels 
for payroll taxes, corporate taxes, and 
all other taxes have been relatively 
stable. 

Just look, every color on that chart— 
other taxes, corporate taxes, payroll 
taxes—have been constant over the last 
decade. But look at the very signifi-
cant increase in income taxes during 
that period of time. Corporate taxes 
during the past 10 years have increased 
from 1.6 percent of GDP to 2.1 percent. 
Estate taxes have remained essentially 
unchanged. Collections of individual 
income taxes have soared. 

As this chart shows, in 1992, tax col-
lections from individual income taxes 
were 7.7 percent of our gross domestic 
product. That percentage has risen 
steadily each year and, as of the year 
2000, was an astounding 10.2 percent of 
gross domestic product. Any wonder, 
then, why the President and most 
Members of Congress believe there 
ought to be a tax cut? That is why the 
President and most members of his 
party believe there ought to be a sig-
nificant tax cut and it ought to be con-
centrated on reducing income taxes. 

Individual income taxes now take up 
the largest share of gross domestic 
product in history. Even during World 
War II, collections from individuals 
were 9.4 percent of the gross domestic 
product, nearly a full percentage point 
below the current level. 

So, as you can see, the main source 
of the current and projected surpluses 
is from the huge runup in individual 
tax collections that have occurred 
since the passage of the biggest tax in-
crease in the history of our country— 
the 1993 tax Clinton tax increase. 

Admittedly, some of this increase is 
due to our booming economy. A por-
tion of this increase is attributable to 
real gains in wages, which has forced 
people into higher tax rate brackets. 
This real wage growth increase is not 
compensated for by the usual indexing 
of income tax brackets. 

Since 1992, total personal income has 
grown an average of 5.6 percent a year. 
In contrast, however, the Federal in-
come tax collections have grown an av-
erage of 9.1 percent a year, outstrip-
ping the rate of personal income 
growth by 64 percent. 

That fact alone is outrageous. And it 
is a simple enough reason why we need 
to do something about individual in-
come taxes and let American working 
men and women keep more of their re-
sources. 

Again, this started with the biggest 
tax increase in the history of the coun-
try under President Clinton in 1993. 
The results of these increases are obvi-
ous from the charts that we have re-

viewed. Each chart shows a large in-
crease in taxes from 1993 to the year 
2000. The Joint Committee on Tax-
ation, at the request of the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee, estimated that just 
repealing the revenue-raising provi-
sions of President Clinton’s 1993 tax 
hike would yield tax relief of more 
than $1 trillion over 10 years. 

So I think the Democrats and Repub-
licans alike can agree, and should 
agree, that individual taxpayers de-
serve relief from the Federal Govern-
ment’s overtaxation. 

We have a tax surplus. That tax sur-
plus should go to the people who 
earned it in the first place. It should be 
retained by the taxpayers. It will do 
more economic good in their pockets 
than in the pockets of Federal bureau-
crats and Members of Congress, and 
letting them make a determination of 
how that money is spent. Sometimes it 
burns such a hole in our pocket that we 
do not know how to get rid of it fast 
enough. 

President Bush has offered a plan to 
reduce individual income tax rates 
across all rate brackets, and to reduce 
the number of brackets. This benefits 
all income tax payers across America. 
We hear, however, a hue and cry from 
some on the other side of the aisle that 
not all taxpayers should receive a rate 
reduction. We hear that the President’s 
plan is disproportionately benefitting 
upper income taxpayers, and does not 
provide enough relief at the lower end 
of the income scale. 

That is a bunch of baloney. We have 
some news for our colleagues: None of 
those allegations are true. To begin 
with, we need to first understand the 
current distribution of tax burdens in 
America. We have a highly progressive 
income tax system. According to the 
Congressional Budget Office, the top 20 
percent of income earners pay over 75 
percent of all individual income taxes. 
Now, by contrast, households in the 
bottom three-fifths of the income dis-
tribution pay 7 percent of all individual 
taxes. 

The President’s plan not only pre-
serves this progressive system, but it 
actually makes it more progressive. 
Now that is going to sound strange to 
people who have been concentrating on 
the rhetoric coming from the other 
side of the aisle that somehow only the 
rich are benefitting from the tax cut. 
But I say—and I can justify through 
the reports of the Joint Tax Com-
mittee—that once the President’s pro-
gram is passed, we are going to end up 
with an even more progressive system. 

So to all those who are trying to en-
gage in class warfare over the Presi-
dent’s proposal, I want you to pay spe-
cial attention to the following two 
charts. 

As this first chart demonstrates, the 
President’s marginal rate reductions, 
when combined with his increase in the 
child credit, the additional deduction 
for lower earning spouses, and his re-
fundable tax credit for individual 
health insurance, provide the greatest 
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reduction in tax burden for lower in-
come taxpayers. Just see the charts. 
The $0-to-$30,000 categories actually 
come out with a 136-percent decrease in 
taxes. 

The upper income taxpayers receive 
an 8.7-percent reduction in their bur-
dens. Compare a 136-percent reduction 
at the low income end to the high in-
come end where the reduction is 8.7 
percent. 

Now, there has to be some reason for 
a 136-percent reduction in taxes. This is 
because we take 4 million taxpayers off 
the income tax rolls. A four-person 
family earning $35,000 a year will no 
longer have any income tax burden. 

As this chart also shows, a large por-
tion of tax burden reduction is targeted 
towards taxpayers making between 
$30,000 and $75,000 a year. These tax-
payers will experience relief ranging 
from 20.8 percent to 38.3 percent of 
their current tax burdens. This is an 
important range of benefit because 
most small business owners and farm-
ers operate their businesses as sole pro-
prietorships, partnerships, limited li-
ability corporations, or S corporations. 
The income of these types of entities 
are reported directly on the individual 
income tax returns of the owners, and 
a rate reduction for individuals reduces 
rates for farms and small businesses. 

The Department of Treasury has esti-
mated that at least 20 million farmers 
and small business owners will benefit 
under the President’s tax relief plan 
when it is fully phased in. 

Remember, I also said that the Presi-
dent’s plan actually makes our tax sys-
tem more progressive. 

The next chart provides the proof. 
This is a very important chart for 
those who are constantly demagoging 
the President’s proposal on the basis of 
income differences. This is the class 
warfare that we hear about. 

As this chart clearly demonstrates, 
under the President’s proposal, the 
overall tax burden goes down for all 
taxpayers earning below $100,000. For 
taxpayers making $100,000 and above, 
their share of the Federal tax burden 
will actually increase under the Presi-
dent’s program. That demonstrates the 
statement I made earlier that based 
upon a Joint Tax Committee study, 
when the President’s program is in 
place, the tax system will be more pro-
gressive than it is today. 

Now, I will give some ‘‘for examples.’’ 
The share of the tax burden for tax-

payers earning between $30,000 and 
$40,000 will drop from 2.5 percent to 1.8 
percent. For those earning between 
$50,000 and $75,000, their burden share 
drops from 12.2 percent to 11.3 percent. 

This is not the case for taxpayers 
earning $200,000 or more. Their share of 
the overall burden will increase by a 
full 3 percentage points. So as you can 
see, as I have said now for the third 
time, the President’s plan not only re-
tains the progressivity of our tax sys-
tem, it actually enhances it. The Presi-
dent’s plan gives tax relief to all in-
come-tax payers, and it does so in a 

fair manner, one that requires more 
from those who are most able to pay 
and provides the greatest relief to 
those with the most need. 

Moreover, this tax cut is needed to 
redress any longstanding slowdown in 
the economy. No one can witness the 
events of the past few weeks and not be 
concerned about where the economy is 
headed. I was startled by what I read in 
the Congressional Budget Office’s 2001 
Budget Options report. The Congres-
sional Budget Office stated that a typ-
ical estimate of the economic cost of a 
dollar of tax revenue ranges from 20 
cents to 60 cents over and above each 
dollar of taxes collected. Based on 
these numbers, the negative economic 
effects flowing from the current his-
torically high levels of overtaxation 
obviously cannot be ignored. 

We know from the Finance Com-
mittee hearing a few weeks ago that 
marginal rate reductions are the most 
efficient means of disbursing the bene-
fits of any tax cut. Just think of the 
stimulative effect that could be 
achieved with a broad-based tax reduc-
tion that benefits all who pay taxes 
and targets the benefits to those who 
need them the most. That is what 
President Bush’s tax plan does. I hope 
before this budget resolution debate is 
completed, we will have passed a budg-
et resolution that gives my Finance 
Committee the ability and the flexi-
bility to get the best possible tax re-
duction we can in a bipartisan way. 

I want to run through a hypothetical 
calculation of a tax cut agenda and 
look at each number to see if it accom-
modates the agenda of its proponents. 
That is the work of the Senate Finance 
Committee. I will look at Senator CON-
RAD’s number of $900 billion. The pro-
posal Senators DASCHLE, CONRAD, and 
the Democratic leadership have been 
talking about is their stimulus and 
rate reduction package. Under Joint 
Tax Committee scoring, the proposal 
loses $506 billion over 10 years. That 
leaves about $394 billion for tax cuts 
that Senator CONRAD and others have 
said they support. We are talking 
about other bills beyond what is in 
their stimulus and rate reduction pack-
age. 

The Finance Committee’s Demo-
cratic alternative on marriage tax re-
lief without a sunset contains a rev-
enue loss of $197 billion over 10 years. 
The Democratic alternative on death 
tax relief creates a revenue loss of $64 
billion over 10 years. So using the 
Democratic proposals and last year’s 
revenue estimates, which would only 
go up this year because of the higher 
revenue baseline, we have less than 
$133 billion left. Keep in mind, these 
are only the Democratic proposals we 
are talking about. 

Now let’s go to the bipartisan tax 
cuts that have passed either or both 
Houses recently. There is a retirement 
security bill; Senator BAUCUS and I will 
soon be introducing that. That is a bi-
partisan bill. A similar bill passed the 
House almost unanimously. That bill 

will run about $52 billion. A bill to re-
peal the 104-year-old Spanish-American 
War phone tax passed the House last 
year by an overwhelming vote. That 
will run about $50 billion. Then there is 
the small business and agriculture tax 
cuts that everybody supports in a bi-
partisan manner. That package adds up 
to about $70 billion. Then we have the 
Educational Tax Relief Act that passed 
out of our Finance Committee unani-
mously in the last couple weeks. That 
runs about $20 billion. 

You have Democratic proposals that 
eat up more than the tax cuts they say 
they want. Then we have bipartisan 
proposals that are out there, that are 
very popular, and which have to fit 
into a package. These bipartisan tax 
cuts are left over from last year, and 
also exceed what is left in the Demo-
cratic budget. 

Now we have heard a lot of pointed 
criticism of President Bush’s tax cut 
plan from Senator CONRAD and other 
leaders on the other side who are han-
dling the Democratic management of 
the budget resolution. We have heard 
them talk about the issue of the alter-
native minimum tax, sometimes re-
ferred to as the AMT. Senator CONRAD 
has said it will take $200 billion to $300 
billion to fix this AMT problem under 
the Bush plan. Remember, under cur-
rent law, 10 percent of the taxpayers 
will have to deal with the alternative 
minimum tax. Senator CONRAD is cor-
rect that the President’s plan could 
make the problem worse. As I have 
said, our Finance Committee should be 
addressing that problem. Please note, 
however, that the Senate Democratic 
economic stimulus package does noth-
ing with the AMT and will in fact 
make the problem worse. 

According to the Joint Tax Com-
mittee, by the year 2011 about 21 mil-
lion taxpayers will be subject to AMT 
under current law. The Democratic bill 
will add about another 7 million tax-
payers to the AMT hit. So if the Demo-
cratic leaders who make such a point 
of the AMT issue, then let them prac-
tice what they preach. These leaders 
will have to raise their budget tax cut 
numbers to deal with this alternative 
minimum tax situation. 

Under the tests I have laid out, the 
Democratic budget number does not 
accommodate their own tax priorities. 
We have all of these Democrat pro-
posals before us. We have all the bipar-
tisan proposals, some of them actually 
having been voted on by both Houses of 
Congress. These are all ideas that ev-
erybody wants passed. But the number 
put forth for tax reduction by the other 
political party will not accommodate 
all the ideas they propose. I know there 
are a lot of people on the other side of 
the aisle, such as Senator BREAUX, who 
know this. 

I think those who have proposed 
numbers in the range between $2 tril-
lion and $4 trillion are also pushing a 
wrong number. Most of those people 
are on my side of the aisle or, if not in 
the Senate, in the House of Representa-
tives. That tax cut number does not 
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balance our priorities of paying down 
the debt and targeted spending in-
creases. 

I believe this brings us back to a low 
Democratic number that doesn’t even 
accomplish all the tax policy they 
want adopted. The other extreme is 
people saying $1.6 trillion is not 
enough, it ought to be up near $2.5 tril-
lion. This brings us to the point of 
President Bush’s number that he pro-
posed as being very appropriate. It is 
not appropriate just because President 
Bush proposed it. It is appropriate be-
cause it will allow us—particularly the 
Senate Finance Committee—to accom-
modate the bipartisan tax cut prior-
ities that are before us. 

Senator BREAUX’s number is better 
than the Democratic number because it 
allows more tax cuts to be addressed. It 
is, however, not enough—it does not 
provide enough flexibility for the Sen-
ate Finance Committee to do its work. 
Unlike the Democratic number, 
though, Senator BREAUX’s number 
might be enough to cover Democratic 
priorities, plus a little bit more. But it 
would ignore the President’s priorities. 
In considering the number, I want to 
give you my angle, as Chairman of the 
Senate Finance Committee. Senator 
BAUCUS and I need the full $1.6 trillion 
to make the tax cuts that all of the 
Members of Congress are interested in 
doing and may have voted on. 

I think that many in this body are 
looking at the 1.6 trillion number in 
terms of a win or a loss for President 
Bush, rather than whether it is the 
right policy. Many Republicans are 
tending to look at the number, or any-
thing higher, as a win for the Presi-
dent. Democrats are looking at any-
thing less than the number as a loss for 
President Bush. Senator CONRAD and 
Senator DASCHLE have been explicit in 
their objective. They have worked very 
hard to try to defeat the President’s 
tax cut. 

Let me give you an example. I just 
talked to my staff on a piece of legisla-
tion that I am trying to get budget au-
thority for. I had 20 Democrats lined up 
for the Family Opportunity Act—a bill 
that last year had 78 cosponsors—and 
we are getting close to that number 
this year. But we weren’t taking the 
money for the bill out of the tax cut. 
So the message went out: Don’t help 
GRASSLEY. 

Now, thank God, the main leader on 
the other side in that effort who is 
working with me, Senator KENNEDY, 
has assured me he is going to be with 
me on what we ought to do. We are 
going to do the right thing. But that is 
how desperate the other side is to 
make sure that there is some victory of 
subtraction from the $1.6 trillion, just 
so the President can be defeated. We 
have to look at the numbers, whatever 
those numbers are, in terms of the tax 
cut agenda that is out there, including 
the President’s and our own. 

So, Mr. President, when Senator 
BREAUX’s amendment comes up tomor-
row, while it is well-intentioned, it just 

doesn’t provide the Finance Committee 
with the tools necessary to do the job 
of delivering bipartisan tax relief. 

I want to take about 2 minutes—and 
then I will finish—on another item re-
lated to the recent debate. 

I was stimulated to give these re-
marks based upon the overuse of the 
word ‘‘raiding’’—the word ‘‘raid’’ or the 
word ‘‘raiding’’—like we are raiding 
the Medicare trust fund. I speak most-
ly about the leadership on the other 
side of the aisle. The manager for the 
Democrats speaks very well and very 
clearly. But I want to focus his atten-
tion on Webster’s Dictionary. So I 
want to speak to Senator CONRAD and 
others who have suggested that the 
Domenici budget and the amendments 
that we have adopted will raid the 
Medicare trust fund. 

I understand how tempting it is to 
use such colorful language, but I want 
to point out to my colleagues what the 
definition of the word ‘‘raid’’ is. As I 
read from Webster’s dictionary, it says, 
‘‘a sudden hostile attack by an armed, 
usually mounted, bandit intent on 
looting.’’ 

Well, I suppose we have to use some 
words from Sol Olinsky’s school of po-
litical activism—which says that the 
more extreme you can be, the more at-
tention you are going to get. There are 
some people in this body who have 
great aptitude in that respect. But, ob-
viously, any people who study our 
budget process and who know what a 
Medicare trust fund is, or what any 
trust fund is, will know that no one is 
raiding the Medicare trust fund. I will 
explain what is really going on. 

Under the Domenici budget, Medi-
care will collect payroll taxes. Those 
taxes will be credited to the balance in 
the trust fund. That balance will be re-
served for Medicare and is reserved 
only for Medicare. The Medicare trust 
fund is just like your bank account. 
When you make a deposit, your bank 
account increases the balance in your 
account, and only you can make a 
withdrawal from your own personal 
bank account. 

Now, when Senator CONRAD talks 
about raiding the Medicare trust fund, 
he is trying to mislead us. He wants 
people to believe that we are reducing 
the balance in the Medicare trust fund 
for some other purpose. That is just 
not true. The balance in the Medicare 
trust fund can only be reduced to pay 
Medicare benefits. That is the law. 

Our budget does nothing to change 
the law. Once you get past the rhet-
oric, you will see this debate is not 
about Medicare, it is about debt reduc-
tion. In Senator CONRAD’s view, we 
have to use the Medicare surplus to 
pay down the debt, or else we are raid-
ing Medicare. Now, going back to the 
example of your own personal bank ac-
count, that is like saying your bank 
has to use your deposit to pay off the 
bank’s mortgage, or else it is raiding 
your bank account. As everybody who 
has a bank account knows, that is 
clearly absurd because when you de-

posit money in your bank account, you 
rely on the bank’s ability to collect on 
its loans to repay your money. When 
the Government borrows from Medi-
care, we rely on the Government’s abil-
ity to do one of three things—raise 
taxes, reduce spending, or borrow from 
the public to repay Medicare. 

It might be easier to repay Medicare 
if we pay down the debt. But the fact 
is, we are already doing that, as you 
have heard so many times during these 
three days of debate. Under our 
Domenici budget resolution, we are 
going to pay down every dollar of na-
tional debt that can be paid down be-
tween now and the year 2001. 

Now, I believe that Senator CONRAD 
knows that is true. So that is why he 
has stopped talking about public debt 
and he is now started talking about 
long-term debt. 

‘‘Reducing long-term debt’’ is a se-
cret code word for Social Security and 
Medicare reform. Of course, we have 
not been presented a plan to reform So-
cial Security or Medicare from the 
other side of the aisle. As a result, we 
can only conclude that once the Gov-
ernment runs out of public debt to pay 
down, it will be forced to invest Social 
Security and Medicare funds in private 
assets. 

Federal Reserve Chairman Alan 
Greenspan has warned that such in-
vestments will disrupt the financial 
market and reduce the efficiency of our 
economy. Chairman Greenspan is not 
the only one concerned about such in-
vestment. In fact, in 1999, the Senate 
voted 99–0 against investing Social Se-
curity money in private assets. 

I suggest that instead of talking 
about our budget raiding Medicare, I 
believe the Senators on the other side 
of the aisle who use that word need to 
explain their secret plan to reduce the 
long-term debt. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Colorado. 
Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that my time be 
marked against the general resolution 
and that I have 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I want 
to recognize the exemplary comments 
we just heard from the chairman of the 
Finance Committee, Senator GRASS-
LEY. That is one of the most complete 
discussions I have heard on the Presi-
dent’s tax policy and how it impacts 
our total debt goals, actually what we 
call paying down the public debt and 
what we are going to do to save Medi-
care. 

Anybody who listened closely fully 
understands the balance of the Presi-
dent’s plan before us. I thought it was 
an extremely good speech, and I en-
joyed listening to what he had to say. 

I want to bring a little more discus-
sion to some of the points he made. For 
example, he talked about the advan-
tage of small business. As a small busi-
nessman, I want to talk about some of 
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my thoughts about how cutting taxes 
really does help the economy. 

Senator GRASSLEY talked about pay-
ing down the debt. I also want to take 
some time to talk about my experience 
in the Congress in efforts to pay down 
the debt and add my two bits’ worth as 
to why I think the President is on the 
right track. 

Just as the Presiding Officer of the 
Senate, I started my business from 
scratch. I know what it is to have to 
start a small business from scratch. I 
remember the frustration the first sev-
eral years I was in business. I began to 
build up some revenue. I wanted to do 
a good job of serving my clients as 
many small businesspeople do. They 
have a great idea and want to move 
forward. 

At the end of the year, I found the 
capital I began to accumulate in my 
business all of a sudden was taken 
away because of taxes. 

That has a dramatic impact on the 
growth of a small business, particu-
larly at the early stage of growth and 
when they are starting. 

Small businesspeople, such as myself 
and the Presiding Officer suffer a dis-
proportionate impact from rules, regu-
lations, and taxes on our small busi-
ness. 

I point out to the Members of the 
Senate, most of the innovative ideas in 
America and in democracy really start 
at the small business level. If we can 
put incentives out there that allow in-
dividual businesspeople to retain more 
of their income, to capitalize their 
businesses for growth, that means we 
create more jobs. The end result is that 
we begin to strengthen our economy. 

I do believe these tax cuts will help 
the economy, and if we make the tax 
cuts even retroactive starting at the 
first of the year when they begin to 
have an impact even on the paycheck 
that goes home, it will help us. 

I encourage Members of the Senate 
to work hard to put in place the $1.6 
trillion tax cut that is proposed by the 
President. 

Let me talk a little bit about my ex-
periences in trying to pay down the 
debt. I probably have worked harder 
than any Member of the House or the 
Senate to try to put in place a plan to 
pay down the debt. When I first 
brought a plan forward, I was a Mem-
ber of the House of Representatives, 
and as a Member of the Senate I intro-
duced several plans. 

When I was first elected to the Sen-
ate, I introduced a bill to pay down the 
debt within 30 years. I had a plan some-
what similar to an amortization sched-
ule. I had a schedule of how we would 
pay down more money each year so 
that, over a 30-year period, the Federal 
Government would have paid down the 
debt. That was 4 years ago. 

Two years ago, I looked at the 
amount of revenue coming in to the 
Federal Government, and I was 
amazed. So I introduced a bill that had 
a plan to pay down the debt within 20 
years. 

What I see now is that we are going 
to be able to pay down the public debt 
within 10 years and still be able to have 
the $1.6 trillion tax cut the President is 
proposing. 

That is a reasonable plan he has put 
together. He is taking a quarter of the 
surpluses for tax cuts. It is reasonable 
and certainly a much better proposal 
than what I hear coming from the 
Democratic side where they want to 
take $60 billion and redistribute it to 
everybody. The President’s proposal is 
that those people who pay taxes are 
the ones who will get a tax cut. 

With the $60 billion plan on the other 
side, they are talking about a redis-
tribution of income, so everybody gets 
a rebate, whether you pay taxes or not. 
It ends up being a massive redistribu-
tion income plan basically. 

What we need to pass in the Senate is 
a real tax cut plan that gives a tax cut 
to the American taxpayer. 

I remind Members of the Senate and 
Americans who might be watching 
right now that a record amount of 
their dollars is being sent to Wash-
ington. We saw some figures presented 
on the other side which indicated that 
as a percentage of gross domestic prod-
uct, GDP, our tax burden is as low as it 
ever has been, but the growth in our 
gross domestic product has been so 
phenomenal for the last 5, 7, 8 years 
that any figure one compares to the 
gross domestic product is going to look 
low in comparison. 

I prefer to look at actual figures. 
Looking at the actual figures—the 
amount of money being sent to Wash-
ington—the American taxpayer is send-
ing a record amount of money to Wash-
ington, DC. 

When we look at the plan that is 
being proposed by the President, it is a 
very modest tax cut. As was pointed 
out in testimony before the Budget 
Committee and other speeches made on 
the Senate floor, President Kennedy 
had a greater tax cut than this tax cut. 
President Reagan’s tax cut was great-
er. In fact, as was pointed out by my 
colleague from Iowa, the largest tax in-
crease in the history of this country, 
which was in 1993, with a Democrat 
Congress and Democrat President, was 
more than the tax cut that is being 
proposed by President George W. Bush. 

We have to keep in mind that when 
taxpayers send money to Washington 
and then we have some sort of scheme 
where it is sent back to the taxpayers, 
one might want to call it a grant or 
maybe call it a rebate or 
revenuesharing or earned-income tax 
credits or just a gift. The fact is, when 
you send your money to Washington 
and we send it back, there is a pas-
senger charge. The subtle message is 
somehow or another it is the Govern-
ment’s money. In reality, it is the tax-
payers’ dollars. That is where it starts. 
They are the ones who originally send 
the money to Washington. 

We need to institute a policy that 
recognizes hard work and productivity 
of the American taxpayers. 

I also point out that some of the phe-
nomenal growth we are getting in reve-
nues to the Federal Government is a 
consequence of having reduced the cap-
ital gains tax a couple years back. 
When you reduce the capital gains tax, 
historically the revenues to the Fed-
eral Government have always in-
creased. We have reduced capital gains 
rates from 28 percent to 20 percent. 
What happened? We opened the flood-
gates of commerce. 

With these new dollars coming into 
the Federal Government from more 
commerce, you end up having more 
revenue. I think that is a tax cut. It 
has been taxpayers who got that ad-
vantage. The result is more revenue is 
coming to the Federal Government. I 
don’t think we have recognized that 
phenomenon enough on the Senate 
floor, and I want to take a moment to 
point that out. 

The proposal being suggested by the 
President is a very balanced proposal. I 
think it has the right amount of tax 
cuts. I think it addresses debt reduc-
tion. 

Now, on debt reduction, as I have 
looked at the issue of how much you 
can pay down the debt when you get 
down to the bottom trillion dollars— 
that is a lot of money still—there are 
some fundamental issues at which this 
Congress needs to look. 

For example, in some of the testi-
mony we had before the Budget Com-
mittee, the Fed, in managing the 
money supply of this country, uses 
debt. There is about $500 billion they 
use to manage that debt. If we are to 
completely pay down the debt, there 
has to be a fundamental discussion as 
to what you want the role of the Fed-
eral Government to be. Do you want 
the Fed to still have that ability to 
manage the supply of the dollar? If you 
want that, we will have to keep some 
debt in there so they can manage it. If 
you want to turn the dollar completely 
free on the market without any oppor-
tunity for the Fed to regulate supply, 
then perhaps the proper solution is to 
go ahead and pay the debt even further. 
That is a basic fundamental public pol-
icy that I think needs to be discussed 
in the Congress. I think we need to 
have some discussion among ourselves 
about how important that is. 

For some people who don’t want to 
turn in their war bonds or their Treas-
ury notes—they have become a collec-
tor’s item—we find it is costing more 
today to pay down, in some cases, per-
haps as much as 43 percent more than 
the value of the bond to retire. 

The President, again, I think has a 
right balance on tax relief, on debt re-
duction. He takes care of basic needs, 
which I think can be supported. He has 
overall spending for the 10 years at 4.7 
percent. He has very significant in-
creases in education in 2002, an 11.5- 
percent increase, a significant increase 
in defense, 4.5. We passed an amend-
ment here that provides another $8.5 
billion for that. He has increases for 
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health. I supported doubling NIH re-
search dollars. There is money in there 
for transportation and veterans health. 

I think this is a good budget. It is a 
good starting place. I am disappointed 
today we chipped away at some of that 
tax cut. I think that means there will 
be less opportunity for economic 
growth for people, particularly in the 
small business sector, who look for a 
reduction in the burden of taxes in 
order to be able to grow their business 
and to create jobs. 

I thank the chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee, Senator STE-
VENS, for allowing me to speak. This is 
an important issue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska. 

Mr. STEVENS. I ask my remarks be 
charged similarly to those of the Sen-
ator from Colorado. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

IN MEMORY OF SENATOR JOHN 
HEINZ 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, 10 
years ago today Pennsylvania lost a 
great U.S. Senator, America lost a fu-
ture President, and I lost a very dear 
friend. On April 4, 1991, Senator John 
Heinz was tragically killed in an air-
plane crash. He was not only a close 
personal friend. I was chairman of the 
campaign committee when he was 
elected. We sat by each other on the 
floor for years. We traveled together. 
We fished for blues together off Nan-
tucket. And we worked on many issues 
together in the Senate. 

Tonight I make these few comments 
in remembrance of my colleague. John 
Heinz was an extraordinary man. A 
person of great personal wealth, he was 
a Senator who cared dearly and deeply 
about average men and women, a Sen-
ator that fought to tear down anti-
quated age discrimination laws which 
failed to recognize and value the im-
portance of older workers, a Senator 
who championed trade relief and ad-
justment for working men and women, 
as well as business, who fought any ad-
ministration to ensure that workers 
hurt by our trade laws would not be 
victims of poverty or despair, a Sen-
ator who clearly recognized that our 
Nation’s Medicare program was in des-
perate need of overhaul. But he knew 
his colleagues on each side of the aisle 
were not then, and are still not today, 
prepared to fix Medicare. 

He was a Senator who believed we 
could address the myriad of environ-
mental concerns of our Nation while 
still maintaining a balanced recogni-
tion of America’s needs for resources 
and business development, and a Sen-
ator who cared deeply and loved his 
family. 

John Heinz left three sons and a mar-
velous wife, Teresa. Tonight, I believe 
John Heinz looks down upon his family 
and, with that big smile he had which 
so many of us remember, he must be 
very, very proud. His family has con-

tinued his commitment to his values. 
John Heinz IV has started a school to 
help children who are on the verge of 
being discarded by the public school 
system realize their value and impor-
tance and that people really do care 
about them. Andre Heinz is pursuing 
his environmental interests advocacy 
by helping businesses across the globe 
understand how they and the environ-
ment can coexist and in many in-
stances make larger returns for inves-
tors and working men and women. 
Christopher Heinz is finishing his MBA 
degree at the same school from which 
his father graduated. Christopher is 
likely to follow a business path, as his 
father did when Jack left Harvard. 

But his greatest untold story, the un-
told story of the family, concerns Jack 
Heinz’s wife, partner, spirit, and true 
love. Teresa Heinz is a personal friend 
of mine and my wife Catherine, some-
one we have known for many years. 
‘‘Extraordinary’’ is the word I use to 
describe Teresa. Following John’s 
death, she assumed the helm of the 
many Heinz family philanthropies and 
has nurtured them since then. They 
were among the most innovative and 
pioneering foundations in this Nation. 

Teresa made sure that none of us for-
gets John or the visionary work he was 
pursuing by ensuring the Heinz family 
philanthropies and the Howard Heinz 
Foundation and endowment continue 
the pioneering work started by my 
friend, Jack Heinz. To honor Jack, Te-
resa created the Heinz Awards in 1993, 
a program to remember Jack, as Te-
resa said then, ‘‘in a way that would in-
spire not just me, but the rest of us.’’ 
When she announced the program, Te-
resa explained: 

I view the Heinz Awards in a sense as the 
awards of the 21st century because they rec-
ognize the very qualities we must embrace if 
we are to create the sort of future we would 
want to live in. . . . The Heinz Awards will 
measure achievements but also intentions. 

I gave the first of those Heinz Awards 
to Andy Grove to show just how impor-
tant they have been to our economy. 

In 1996 Teresa tested in Pittsburgh 
her idea on how best to ensure early 
childhood education development was 
not just talked about but actually pur-
sued. With a coalition of business lead-
ers, the Heinz endowments launched 
Teresa’s early childhood initiative, 
called ECI, to begin to tackle the 
issues of early childhood education and 
make sure that no family was left be-
hind. In 1998 Teresa founded the Wom-
en’s Institute to secure retirement, 
called WISER, to ensure that women, 
whether they work in or out of the 
home, would understand pension and 
retirement issues. Through a partner-
ship with Good Housekeeping maga-
zine, a magazine and supplement enti-
tled ‘‘What Every Woman Needs to 
Know About Money and Retirement,’’ 
women are better able to be informed 
and educated on how to prepare for 
their financial future. That supplement 
has reached more than 25 million read-
ers and is available in English, Chinese, 
Portuguese, and Spanish today. 

Perhaps the most notable is the work 
that Theresa has done to help explain 
to legislators at the State and Federal 
levels, Jack Heinz’s vision which he ar-
ticulated, by the way, more than 14 
years ago, that we need to make avail-
able a prescription drug benefit to all 
people 65 and over. 

Through her work at Heinz family 
philanthropies, Terry has spearheaded 
an effort to help legislators understand 
this complex issue and how States can 
design solutions to solve this prob-
lem—now reaching a crisis state in our 
country. Dubbed HOPE, the Heinz plan 
to meet prescription expenses is used 
by many States such as Massachusetts, 
Maine, Mississippi, and Pennsylvania, 
which work with the foundation on 
strategies to provide prescription drugs 
for the elderly. 

That is perhaps the best example of 
what I believe is the spirit of John 
Heinz, designing a blueprint to help 
States determine whether and how 
they can and whether they will address 
such a crisis. 

Because of Theresa Heinz, the Heinz 
Family Foundation pursues efforts to 
keep Jack’s spirit and vision alive. 
That is why I am here. And for that, 
each of us should be grateful. I person-
ally thank her for all she has done. 

Mr. President, John Heinz, as I said, 
was my friend. In my own way, I cele-
brate his spirit each day when I walk 
on the Senate floor. He is no longer 
with us in person, but his spirit, his vi-
sion, and his unrelenting belief in hope 
lives with all of us. 

I am proud to have known this man, 
John Heinz, and I am proud he was my 
friend. To Theresa, I send this message: 
Jack’s spirit is right here on the Sen-
ate floor. Be assured we will never, 
ever forget who he was, what he stood 
for, or his dream for America. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I now 

ask unanimous consent there be a pe-
riod for morning business with Sen-
ators permitted to speak for up to 10 
minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

f 

SENATOR JOHN HEINZ 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, 10 

years ago today a tragic accident oc-
curred in the Philadelphia suburbs 
claiming the life of a very distin-
guished United States Senator. In addi-
tion, two 6-year-old girls were killed at 
the Marion Elementary School, as well 
as four pilots who were in charge of 
two aircraft which collided in suburban 
Philadelphia—a small charter plane 
carrying Senator Heinz from Williams-
port, PA, with the destination of Phila-
delphia, and two pilots on a Sun Oil 
helicopter which had attempted to ob-
serve the landing gear of the small pri-
vate plane, which, according to the 
dashboard, were not in place. 

Those two planes collided in midair 
resulting in the deaths, as I say, of the 
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four pilots and wounding many on the 
ground, including one young man who 
had 68 percent of his body covered with 
burns, and the deaths of two 6-year-old 
girls, and it was a fatal accident for 
Senator Heinz. 

Senator Heinz had an illustrious ca-
reer in the Congress of the United 
States. I first met him in 1971 when he 
was running for the seat of former Con-
gressman Robert Corbin, who had died. 
And Elsie Hillman, the matriarch of 
Pennsylvania politics, and a leading 
figure nationally, had asked me to 
come be a speaker for a John Heinz 
fundraiser in her home. 

I was then the district attorney of 
Philadelphia. I recall very well meet-
ing this good-looking young man who 
was 32 years old, soon to be elected to 
the House of Representatives, and saw 
him in one of his maiden speeches 
charm the crowd and move on to the 
House of Representatives. 

My next extensive contact with John 
Heinz was in the 1976 primary election 
where we squared off in what was a tra-
ditional Pennsylvania battle of east 
versus west. I was no longer the dis-
trict attorney but had a significant fol-
lowing within the metropolitan area in 
eastern Pennsylvania, and John Heinz 
was the ‘‘Zion’’ of the west. It looked 
promising for a while when Philadel-
phia came in 10 to 1 in my favor and 
then United Press International de-
clared me the winner at 1:30. But Alle-
gheny County and some of the western 
counties came in as much as 15 to 1. 
This was a very close vote by 2.6 per-
cent. With 26,000 votes out of a million 
cast, John Heinz became the U.S. Sen-
ator following the 1976 election at the 
age of 38. 

He was a very distinguished Senator, 
as the record shows. He had a place on 
the Finance Committee. He had a place 
on the Banking Committee. He was 
chairman of the Aging Committee. It 
was rumored that he intended to run 
for Governor of Pennsylvania in 1994, 
and that he had aspirations for the 
White House. Of course, those 
potentialities were snuffed out by his 
untimely death. 

John Heinz had unlimited political 
potential and was really one of the ris-
ing stars on the American political 
scene. His death left an enormous void 
in Pennsylvania politics, in American 
politics, and in the Senate. 

I had seen him just the day before 
when we were in Altoona, PA, together. 
We were speaking at a lunch for the 
hospital association and had become 
very good friends after our tough pri-
mary battle which had occurred some 
15 years before. Senator Hugh Scott 
and his administrative assistant, Bob 
Kunsic, had counseled John and me 
when he was elected to the Senate in 
1980, that together we wouldn’t be 
twice as strong but we would be four 
times as strong. 

I used to drive John Heinz home. We 
both lived in Georgetown—he in a man-
sion and I in a condominium. In the 
early 1980s, Senator Baker used to 

work us very late, as did Senator Dole, 
and then Senator BYRD and then Sen-
ator Mitchell, our majority leaders. I 
would drive him home in the wee hours 
of the morning. And sometimes after 1 
a.m., after one of those 20-hour days, 
we would sit and talk in his back alley 
before he entered his home, and we 
called it an end to the day. 

The day before he died, I had Joan 
with me. I called her Blondie, which I 
do from time to time, and he was sur-
prised. The last words I heard John 
Heinz say was, ‘‘Does she call you 
Dagwood?’’ I said, ‘‘No, she doesn’t, 
John.’’ 

But in memory of John Heinz there 
have been many posthumous recogni-
tions. The most important of all are 
the Heinz Awards, established by his 
then-widow Teresa Heinz, with very 
substantial endowments in five cat-
egories which were of greatest impor-
tance to John Heinz. They were: First, 
arts and humanities; second, environ-
ment; third, human condition; fourth, 
public policy; and, fifth, technology, 
the economy, and employment. 

John Heinz left behind three extraor-
dinary sons, Henry John IV, Andre, and 
Christopher. Hardly a day goes by that 
I don’t think of John Heinz and the 
great contributions he made to the 
United States Senate. 

I am advised that once a Member has 
been gone for 10 years, the Member is 
then eligible to have a stamp named 
after him. I am sure there will be many 
awards given to John Heinz. Already 
the numbers are significant, with the 
John Heinz Pittsburgh Regional His-
tory Center; the H. John Heinz Center 
for Science, Economics and the Envi-
ronment; the H. John Heinz, III School 
of Public Policy and Management at 
Carnegie Mellon University; the John 
Heinz National Wildlife Refuge at 
Tinicum; and the H.J. Heinz Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs Medical Cen-
ter. 

f 

CAPTAIN WILL BROWN 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I rise today 
to recognize and honor Captain Will 
Brown, United States Navy, as he re-
tires upon completion of over 26 years 
of honorable and faithful service to our 
nation. 

A native of Queens, New York, Cap-
tain Brown joined the Navy in 1975. A 
career Supply Officer, he began his 
service as the Sales Officer aboard USS 
GUAM, LPH–9, followed by a shore as-
signment at Naval Aviation Technical 
Training Center, Lakehurst, New Jer-
sey. Captain Brown returned to sea as 
the Supply Officer aboard USS BAR-
NEY, DDG–6, and then served as the 
Combat Systems Analyst at Com-
mander, Naval Surface Force, U.S. At-
lantic Fleet. Following graduation 
from the Naval War College, he was the 
Director of Consumable Logistics Man-
agement on the Chief of Naval Oper-
ations Staff followed by an assignment 
as Director of Repairables at Naval 
Supply Systems Command, Mechanics-

burg, Pennsylvania. Captain Brown 
was then selected for the prestigious 
position of Executive Assistant to the 
Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Fi-
nancial Management in Washington, 
DC. Following a successful tour of 
duty, he next reported to the Navy Of-
fice of Legislative Affairs as Congres-
sional Liaison for Readiness Programs. 
Captain Brown was then chosen to 
serve as a senior Supply Officer on-
board USS PUGET SOUND, AD–38. 
Recognized for his sustained out-
standing leadership and organizational 
skills, Captain Brown was then se-
lected to serve as the Senior Analyst 
on the Department of the Navy’s Orga-
nization, Management and Infrastruc-
ture Team. 

Returning to a position working with 
our nation’s lawmakers, Captain 
Brown was handpicked to serve as Di-
rector of the Naval Programs Division, 
Navy Office of Legislative Affairs. In 
this capacity he was a major asset to 
the Navy, Marine Corps, and Congress 
and has been considered a valued advi-
sor to the very top echelons of the 
Navy and Congress. His consummate 
leadership and integrity ensured that 
Naval programs were appropriate, un-
derstood, and well communicated. A 
role model and mentor to those who 
worked for and with him, he made his 
impact on people as well as programs. 
Through his brilliant insight and dedi-
cation, he directly contributed to the 
future readiness of the United States 
Navy and this nation. 

Captain Brown’s distinguished 
awards include the Legion of Merit, the 
Meritorious Service Medal, the Navy 
Commendation Medal, the Navy 
Achievement Medal, the Sea Service 
Ribbon, Battle ‘‘E’’ Ribbon, Navy Meri-
torious Unit Commendation and the 
Navy Unit Commendation. 

The Department of the Navy, the 
Congress, and the American people 
have been defended and well served by 
this dedicated naval officer for over 26 
years. Captain Will Brown will long be 
remembered for his leadership, service 
and dedication. He will be missed. We 
wish Will, and his lovely wife Phyllis, 
our very best as they begin a new chap-
ter in their life together. 

f 

EQUAL PAY 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, yes-
terday, Equal Pay Day, marked the 
day this year when women’s median 
earnings for 2000 and 2001 to date, catch 
up with what men earned last year. 

It is disgraceful that hard-working 
women and people of color are still bat-
tling wage disparities and pay dis-
crimination on the job. There is a 
wealth of evidence that shows that the 
wage gap still continues to plague 
American families, and that wage dis-
crimination continues to be a serious 
and pervasive problem in workplaces 
across the country. In spite of the 
progress we have made, women still 
earn only 76 cents for every dollar 
earned by men. African American 
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women earn just 64 cents, and Latinos 
earn only 54 cents for every dollar 
earned by white men. 

I have long supported the Equal Pay 
Act, which was signed into law 37 years 
ago by President Kennedy, and believe 
that the wage gap in the United States 
is unconscionable. Women and people 
of color should not be treated as second 
class citizens when it comes to pay. 
But not everyone shares my view. I was 
deeply troubled to learn this week that 
Diana Furchtgott-Roth, one of the 
strongest and most vigorous opponents 
to equal pay, was newly named as Chief 
of Staff to the Council for Economic 
Advisors. 

These pay disparities translate into 
large costs in lost wages and lost op-
portunity. The average working woman 
loses $4,200 in earnings annually, and 
suffers a loss of $420,000 over her career. 
This gender gap has a long-term im-
pact, since lower wages and lower life-
time earnings lead to lower pension 
benefits in retirement. The median 
pension benefit received by new female 
retirees is less than half that of the 
benefits received by men. 

While some critics argue that the dif-
ferences in pay are based on different 
levels of education, years in the work-
force, occupational differences and 
similar factors, these factors alone do 
not explain away the wage gap. Studies 
have found substantial pay differences 
between men and women even when 
these factors are held constant. In fact, 
women now surpass men in the per-
centage of those earning a college or 
advanced degree, but college-educated 
women working full-time earn almost 
$28,000 less annually than college-edu-
cated men. An African American 
woman with a master’s degree earns 
$29,000 less annually than a college- 
educated white male. An Hispanic fe-
male with a bachelor’s degree makes 
only $872 more than a white male with 
only a high school degree. 

Pay discrimination is not just a 
women’s problem, it’s a family prob-
lem. The wage gap costs America’s 
families $200 billion a year. Nearly two- 
thirds of working women report that 
they provide half or more of their fam-
ily income. In addition, nearly one in 
five U.S. families is headed by a single 
woman, yet these women continue to 
earn the lowest average rate of pay. 
Women are entitled to the same pay-
checks as their male colleagues who 
are performing the same or comparable 
work. Without pay equality, women 
are less able to provide an economic 
safety net for themselves and their 
families. 

If married women were paid fairly, 
their family incomes would rise by 
nearly six percent, and their families’ 
poverty rates would fall from 2.1 per-
cent to 0.8 percent. If single working 
mothers were paid fairly, their incomes 
would rise by 17 percent, and their pov-
erty rates would be reduced from 25.3 
percent to 12.6 percent. These figures 
demonstrate the staggering effects of 
these unfair pay disparities on the lives 
of women and their families. 

The equal pay provisions of the 
Democratic leadership bill would 
toughen the Equal Pay Act by pro-
viding more effective remedies for 
women denied equal pay for equal 
work, allowing prevailing plaintiffs to 
recover compensatory and punitive 
damages. It also eliminates loopholes 
that employers use to evade the law, 
authorizes additional training for en-
forcement agencies to better handle 
wage disputes, and provides for the 
study of pay dynamics in the U.S. labor 
market to better understand the pay 
inequity problem. Finally, the bill for-
bids employers from prohibiting em-
ployees from disclosing their wages to 
co-workers, thereby making it easier 
for workers to evaluate whether their 
rights are being violated. 

Congress should pass these equal pay 
provisions. It is unacceptable for 
women and people of color to work 
hard and yet be denied fair compensa-
tion. These disparities are particularly 
alarming, because they persist 37 years 
after the Equal Pay Act was first en-
acted and at a time when our nation 
has been enjoying unprecedented pros-
perity. It’s the right thing to do, and 
the fair thing to do, for working fami-
lies. 

f 

CERTIFICATION OF THE FEDERAL 
REPUBLIC OF YUGOSLAVIA 

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, 
today I extend my congratulations to 
President Vojislav Kostunica, Prime 
Minister Zoran Djindjic and the Gov-
ernment of the Federal Republic of 
Yugoslavia on their courageous actions 
this past weekend in arresting former 
Yugoslav dictator Slobodan Milosevic. 
This important and encouraging devel-
opment underscores Belgrade’s com-
mitment to making real and signifi-
cant progress on certification require-
ments as outlined in the fiscal year 
2001 Foreign Operations Appropriations 
Act. 

For Belgrade, arresting Milosevic 
was an important factor in their abil-
ity to achieve certification by the U.S. 
Therefore, I am pleased with the deci-
sion of President Bush and Secretary of 
State Colin Powell to grant certifi-
cation to the Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia, FRY. I share their view that the 
Government of the Federal Republic of 
Yugoslavia has met the requirements 
for certification outlined by Congress 
last year, and I fully believe they will 
continue to make progress in these 
areas well beyond March 31. 

It is clear that the government in 
Belgrade has taken some difficult steps 
in recent weeks to further democratize. 
The presence of hundreds of pro- 
Milosevic demonstrators rallying out-
side of Milosevic’s villa over the week-
end showed that opponents to demo-
cratic reform in the Federal Republic 
of Yugoslavia still exist. Despite those 
who remain in opposition, it is critical 
that President Kostunica’s government 
stand strong in its efforts to promote 
democracy. To help in that regard, I 

believe that the United States should 
continue to support those in the FRY 
who are committed to a new era of 
peace, stability and democracy in the 
Balkans. 

As one who has a lengthy personal 
history with southeastern Europe, I 
was pleased with the certification an-
nouncement by the State Department. 
To me, it was rivaled only by the ex-
citement I felt at the final outcome of 
the presidential elections in the Fed-
eral Republic of Yugoslavia last fall 
which brought Vojislav Kostunica to 
the presidency. For years, I had worked 
to bring about democratic changes in 
the FRY working with opposition lead-
ers to Slobodan Milosevic in diaspora. 
Since coming to the Senate, I have 
made a handful of visits to the region 
to get first-hand perspectives on the 
situation in the Balkans and I have vis-
ited and remain in contact with a num-
ber of top political leaders including 
President Kostunica, Serbian Prime 
Minister Zoran Djindjic and U.S. Am-
bassador to the Federal Republic of 
Yugoslavia, William Montgomery. I 
also have my ‘‘ear to the ground’’ via 
e-mail that I receive on a regular basis 
from a couple of retired members of 
the Ohio State Highway Patrol who are 
now serving as police officers in the 
United Nations’ international police 
force in Kosovo. Needless to say, I pay 
attention to what is happening in the 
region. 

To help support the new government 
of Dr. Kostunica, and as an incentive 
for Belgrade to make needed demo-
cratic changes, last October Congress 
approved $100 million in assistance for 
Serbia in the fiscal year 2001 Foreign 
Operations Appropriations Act. To ob-
tain these funds after March 31, and en-
sure access to international financial 
institutions such as the IMF and World 
Bank, the fiscal year 2001 Foreign Op-
erations bill outlined three certifi-
cation requirements on the part of 
President Kostunica’s new government: 
respect for the rule of law and human 
rights; implementation of the Dayton 
Accords; and cooperation with the 
International Criminal Tribunal for 
the Former Yugoslavia. 

As I indicated to Secretary of State 
Colin Powell when I spoke with him 
last week, I believe the Federal Repub-
lic of Yugoslavia has complied with the 
spirit of the law outlined by Congress 
last year. The recent record of the 
Kostunica/Djindjic government is very 
positive, and it is my view that they 
have made considerable progress in all 
three areas outlined in the Foreign Op-
erations Appropriations Act. 

Regarding the rule of law, govern-
ments at both the Federal and the Re-
public levels in the FRY have taken 
steps to uphold human rights for mi-
norities, particularly in southern Ser-
bia. Deputy Prime Minister of Serbia 
Nebojsa Covic has worked to give eth-
nic Albanians in Serbia more control 
over their local governments and mu-
nicipalities. During visits to Capitol 
Hill 2 weeks ago, Prime Minister 
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Djindjic indicated that the Serbian 
Government now includes minorities. 
U.S. Ambassador Montgomery has indi-
cated in conversations we have had 
that President Kostunica and Deputy 
Prime Minister Covic have worked well 
together to make progress on this 
front, and the Ambassador has been en-
couraged by the results that he has 
seen. 

Further human rights progress can 
be witnessed in the freeing of Kosovo 
Albanian prisoners. On February 26, 
the Serb parliament passed an amnesty 
law granting amnesty to more than 100 
Kosovar Albanians held in Serb pris-
ons. Since the end of the war in 1999, 
more than 1,500 of 2,000 ethnic Albanian 
prisoners have been released. While I 
believe the remaining 500 should be 
quickly released, especially the 
Djakovica group, there has been sub-
stantial progress in this area. 

Regarding implementation of the 
Dayton Accords, the Federal Republic 
of Yugoslavia and the Republika 
Srpska have entered into a special re-
lations agreement between the two 
which makes Belgrade’s assistance to 
the RS military consistent with the 
Dayton Accords. In addition, President 
Kostunica has, on a number of occa-
sions, publically declared his support 
for the Dayton Accords, the peace 
agreement reached at the end of the 
war in Bosnia-Herzegovina, and the 
FRY and Bosnia have established diplo-
matic relations. Prime Minister 
Djindjic also indicated to me during 
our meeting that the government will 
cut off pensions to RS army officers. 

Regarding cooperation with the 
Hague Tribunal, President Kostunica’s 
government has reopened a War Crimes 
Tribunal office in Belgrade, and the 
government helped to facilitate the ex-
tradition to the Hague of indicted war 
criminals Blagoje Simic and Milomir 
Stakic. In addition, after Justice Min-
ister of the FRY Momcilo Grubac and 
Serbian Justice Minister Vladan Batic 
met with the Chief Prosecutor of the 
Hague, Carla Del Ponte, she described 
their talks as a sign of ‘‘good 
progress.’’ When I met with Ms. Del 
Ponte following the Presidential elec-
tions last September, she indicated 
that the cooperation of the new gov-
ernment, not custody of Milosevic him-
self, was the Tribunal’s first priority. 
President Kostunica’s government has 
taken a number of additional steps in 
this area, drafting a memo of under-
standing on how the government will 
cooperate with the Hague and writing a 
new measure to change the current law 
in the FRY that prohibits citizens from 
being extradited. The arrest of 
Milosevic on Sunday, April 1, is an ad-
ditional factor illustrating the govern-
ment’s commitment to following 
through with its promises to take ac-
tion and cooperate with the Tribunal. 

I cannot overstate the importance of 
the Bush administration’s decision to 
grant certification to the Federal Re-
public of Yugoslavia. By doing so, they 
have allowed the FRY government ac-

cess to much-needed support from the 
IMF, World Bank and international fi-
nancial institutions. This will help the 
government deal with a staggering 
number of outstanding and pressing 
emergency situations. For instance: 
the country’s economy is failing, there 
is ongoing violence in the Presevo Val-
ley, there is a nationwide energy crisis 
complete with rolling blackouts, there 
are calls for an independent Monte-
negro led by Montenegro’s President 
Djukanovic, and they still have 800,000 
refugees from Croatia and Bosnia, and 
200,000 refugees from Kosovo. 

President Kostunica and Prime Min-
ister Djindjic are in a fragile political 
situation, which demands that they 
proceed with caution in their demo-
cratic reform efforts, especially with 
regard to Milosevic. Serb radical par-
ties, including those with ties to 
Slobodan Milosevic, Vojislav Seselj and 
Zeljko ‘‘Arkan’’ Raznatovic, claimed 
nearly 30 percent of the vote in the De-
cember 2000 parliamentary elections, 
and the coalition government is partly 
dependent on the inclusion of the Mon-
tenegrin Socialist Peoples Party, led 
by Predrag Bulatovic, who also back 
Milosevic. Outside the realm of govern-
ment, there are some Serbs who would 
like to see the United States walk 
away from the Federal Republic of 
Yugoslavia due to anti-American senti-
ment following the 1999 bombing cam-
paign. 

As I came to the decision to rec-
ommend certification, I carefully con-
sidered the political realities with 
which the new FRY government is 
faced. These realities became espe-
cially clear last weekend as Milosevic 
supporters, including members of the 
Serb Parliament, rallied outside of 
Milosevic’s villa to protest his arrest. 
In my view, and in the view of many 
who follow what goes on in the Bal-
kans, President Kostunica and his gov-
ernment offer a remarkable oppor-
tunity for beneficial change in the Fed-
eral Republic of Yugoslavia. While 
they have only been in office a short 
time, Dr. Kostunica has been President 
for 6 months, while Prime Minister 
Djindjic and the Parliament in Serbia 
have been in office for just 2 months, I 
have positive feelings about the direc-
tion they are leading the nation. 

The qualified certification of the 
FRY guarantees that the United States 
still has leverage over the FRY if they 
fail to make good on their certification 
requirements. As the Bush Administra-
tion has indicated, U.S. support for an 
international donors’ conference, 
scheduled to take place this summer, is 
contingent upon the FRY’s continued 
cooperation with the Hague. Congress 
has additional funding leverage that 
may be exercised in the fiscal year 2002 
appropriations process, as well as its 
oversight and approval authority of the 
State Department’s spending plans in 
the FRY. 

In closing, I applaud the progress 
that has been made in the FRY during 
this historic period of democratic tran-

sition. I am pleased that President 
Bush has chosen to recognize the ef-
forts that President Kostunica has un-
dertaken to move towards democracy 
by continuing U.S. assistance to the 
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. I be-
lieve U.S. support will serve as a stabi-
lizing force as the new government 
continues to promote a new era of 
peace in southeast Europe. 

f 

COMING TOGETHER TO FIGHT 
BREAST CANCER 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I com-
mend an initiative in my State that I 
am quite proud of. 

I have stood on this floor many, 
many times over the past 28 years to 
laud people, programs, and events in 
Delaware. There is one statistic in my 
State, however, that I am not fond of 
repeating, but it is a sad fact that we 
must, and are, confronting: Delaware 
has one of the highest breast cancer 
death rates in the country. 

Having said that, I want to commend 
the efforts of a special group of people 
who are determined to raise awareness 
about breast cancer and save more 
lives. 

A couple weeks ago, a Wilmington 
salon, ‘‘Chez Nicole,’’ hosted a unique 
event to raise money for breast cancer. 
A couple hundred women packed this 
hair and manicuring salon on Sunday, 
March 4th. The owners, Nicole Testa 
and Joe Cannatelli, father and daugh-
ter, opened their business doors and of-
fered the services of their two dozen 
employees, all free of charge. Nicole’s 
husband, Ken Testa, was by her side 
the entire day also. The bottom line: 
More than $14,000 was raised to fight 
breast cancer. 

The Biden Breast Health Initiative is 
a program designed to educate young 
women across Delaware on the impor-
tance of proper breast health and the 
life-saving importance of early detec-
tion of breast cancer. 

Awareness and early detection are 
the best defenses in fighting breast 
cancer mortality, and for these meas-
ures to be most effective, they must be 
raised among young women. 

Delaware has ranked, consistently 
and dismally, number one, two or three 
nationwide in breast cancer mortality 
rates over the past ten years. 

The Biden Breast Health Initiative 
Committee found that ranking to be 
simply unacceptable for women, espe-
cially for a State as generally progres-
sive as Delaware. 

Since its inception, the ‘‘breast 
health for teens’’ program has been 
presented to many thousands of young 
women in nearly every high school in 
Delaware, both public and private. 

But it takes more than the hard work 
of highly motivated volunteers to 
make a program like this work as well 
as it has, it also takes money. 

All educational and support mate-
rials provided for the program are fi-
nanced through fundraisers the com-
mittee holds annually, no taxpayer dol-
lars are used to fund any aspect of the 
program. 
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The funds raised at the ‘‘Chez Ni-

cole’’ event will be used to reach even 
more high school students and pur-
chase supplies for the ‘‘breast health 
for teens’’ program. The money also is 
needed to train school nurses and 
health teachers on how to help young 
women maintain breast health 
throughout their life time. 

I am proud to commend the gen-
erosity of Nicole Testa and Joe 
Cannatelli and their ‘‘Chez Nicole’’ 
team for their commitment to helping 
the Biden Breast Health Initiative edu-
cate more young women about breast 
cancer. 

f 

HIGHER EDUCATION AND 
TECHNOLOGY 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I 
rise today to bring to your attention 
an editorial written by Dr. Harold (Hal) 
Raveche, president of Stevens Institute 
of Technology that appeared in the 
Boston Sunday Globe on February 18, 
2001. Dr. Raveche is a highly respected 
academician. His recent Boston Globe 
editorial discusses the need to change 
our higher education system to reflect 
the changing dynamics of a high tech-
nology driven New Economy. Stevens 
is already teaching its students in a 
unique, different way called 
‘‘Technogenesis.’’ 

I ask unanimous consent that Dr. 
Raveche’s editorial be printed in the 
RECORD and urge my colleagues to give 
it thoughtful consideration. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
IF HIGH SCHOOLS CAN CHANGE, THEN WHY NOT 

COLLEGES? HIGHER EDUCATION LARGELY THE 
SAME, DESPITE TECHNOLOGY ADVANCES 

(By Harold J. Raveche) 

College freshmen right out of high school 
are discovering an amazing contradiction 
once they cross the threshold into higher 
education: Colleges are far more expensive to 
attend, yet offer an education style that is 
out of date and not even up to par with what 
these kids experienced in high school. 

President Bush’s first week in office was 
dubbed education week. If this is truly the 
case, his administration should see that 
American colleges are offering students a 
century-old model of education, still pow-
ered by complacency and resistance to 
change, that lost its relevance nearly 30 
years ago. If American high schools and ele-
mentary schools were as static as our col-
leges, the public would demand a major revo-
lution. Yet, colleges continue under systems 
that seem impervious to change. 

What’s required is the breaking down of 
the walls that separate the departments in a 
college, and collaboration among the fac-
ulty, instead of the fiefdoms that are the 
rule. And, it requires quite a bit of capital to 
retool the system. 

The more advanced high schools have al-
ready done this, and now colleges find them-
selves in the embarrassing position of having 
their freshmen become bored quickly by old 
systems of teaching that lack the excite-
ment and challenge of what the students 
found in their junior and senior years of sec-
ondary schools. (This already occurs as the 
computer skills of recent high school stu-
dents surpass the information technology so-

phistication of their college instructors. The 
teaching of core subjects such as science, 
mathematics, and writing has not changed 
for nearly a century. Computer technologies 
have festooned teaching with many new bells 
and whistles, but curriculums and content 
have remained largely the same. No matter 
what endeavor future graduates choose, they 
will increasingly face challenges that are in-
herently interdisciplinary, involving the 
overlap of people, technology, and global 
commerce. Yet, we continue to teach courses 
as we did in 1900, clinging to the belief that 
we are giving students critical thinking 
skills. But we aren’t. 

For example, topics in chemistry and phys-
ics, such as acid-base equilibria, electronic 
structure, Newton’s laws, and Einstein’s pho-
toelectric effect are important concepts for 
students to learn. But, must we teach these 
concepts in the same static way? Can you 
imagine how many more students would be 
turned on by science if they studied chem-
istry through the learning of autoimmune 
diseases and how synthetic implants become 
functioning parts of our bodies? Can you 
imagine learning mechanics through bone 
and muscle functions? How about teaching 
quantum physics illustrating how semi-
conductors in Internet entertainment elec-
tronics work? 

Further, can you imagine requiring writ-
ing assignments for computer science and 
electrical engineering majors, where papers 
were graded on content, grammar, and lit-
erary style? Can you imagine having math, 
literature, and marketing majors on the 
same learning team where their assignments 
include organizing a presentation for faculty 
review? Such changes would better prepare 
tomorrow’s graduates. 

Team-based learning prepares students to 
apply their knowledge and skills in context. 
You are a recent graduate with an economics 
degree who has just taken a job with a tech-
nology start-up company. Your CEO hired 
you because of your educational background, 
but she expects you to challenge the assump-
tions of the inventor, design engineer, pro-
duction supervisor, and sales manager. Now, 
what do you do, because in college you stud-
ied only with other economics majors and 
hung out with your circle of friends? Had 
your college made the commitment to hav-
ing you learn, in part, through teams con-
sisting of students from different majors, 
you might be better prepared. 

Faculty members also benefit through 
such curriculum changes because they are 
better able to assess the overall capabilities 
of the university’s students, whereas today 
the evaluation of student progress is largely 
limited to areas of specialization. In this 
way, faculty will understand the cumulative 
impact on students of the university’s var-
ious academic requirements. Graduates, 
after all, are the product of their total col-
lege experience. Beyond academe, it is well 
understood that organizations thrive when 
their component elements create synergy. 
This ‘‘best practice’’ applies to colleges. 

Is such innovation a fad? Perhaps, in the 
view of traditionalists, I, rather, see these 
changes as the outcome of a whole new ap-
proach to undergraduate education, one that 
redefines instruction and collaboration ac-
cording to how the world is evolving. Some 
colleges may claim that they are attempting 
change by adding new requirements to exist-
ing courses of study. That’s the problem— 
courses have been inserted into yesterday’s 
programs of study because of the tugs of 
technology and other factors. Instead, we 
must redesign our curriculums to advance 
our students. 

Have you looked under the hood of your 
car lately? The engine is not just the old one 
with a few new parts. The former engines 

have been redesigned and technology is ev-
erywhere. Change was necessary to meet en-
vironmental, cost, and marketplace issues. 

Specialists can’t repair newer models with-
out extensive training, new knowledge, and 
skills. To develop new curriculums, a very 
difficult task, faculty need training and 
ample time. 

Realizing the new vision for higher edu-
cation will be expensive. Faculty need oppor-
tunities to partner with faculty in other de-
partments, which means paid leaves, reduced 
teaching loads, and incentives, particularly 
to engage research-oriented faculty. Work-
shops are needed for faculty and graduate 
teaching assistants, where outside profes-
sionals, who see connection between tech-
nology, social issues, and business, help 
shape the new curriculums. 

Partnerships should include professionals 
beyond academe. Ongoing input and instruc-
tion from accomplished members of the pri-
vate and government sectors will help ensure 
that students learn in the context of what 
they will encounter after graduation. 

Classrooms with Internet access and new 
equipment are needed so that faculty can 
creatively utilize resources beyond the 
boundaries of their universities. New labora-
tories are needed that they have equipment 
that enables students to perform experi-
ments beyond the traditional, narrowly fo-
cused exercises in chemistry, physics, and bi-
ology labs. Collaboration and innovation 
must be encouraged. In the current system, 
faculty are rewarded for teaching in their 
areas of specialization, research, and service. 
Faculty should be recognized for collabora-
tion on new courses that go beyond their 
areas of expertise. How do you reward team-
work? 

Policies are needed to minimize turf wars 
that will inevitably arise if academic units 
fear that curriculum redesign will cause the 
number of courses they teach to decrease. 
Perhaps the most important step in ensuring 
success is for the president to nurture the 
campus-wide mindset that interdisciplinary 
and team-based learning will be rigorous and 
subject to the highest standards of faculty 
scholarship. 

Predictably, innovation will be accom-
panied by opinions, from various quarters, 
that departure from the tried and true will 
lower standards. On the contrary, by 
clinging to the status quo, academic pre-
eminence will slowly, but inevitably, erode 
because changes in the world are outpacing 
undergraduate education. 

Employers are investing more in training 
college graduates. It takes up to two years 
before recent graduates are able to con-
tribute at the level expected by their compa-
nies. Shortcomings cited include people 
skills, ability to apply knowledge, and ad-
justing to projects involving professionals 
from different backgrounds and with dif-
ferent skill sets. 

Each college and university has core val-
ues upon which their education is built. Such 
values do not change with time. However, 
using them as the foundation, institutions 
must redesign their curriculums to give stu-
dents the broadest preparation for a world 
where traditional boundaries are blurred and 
disappearing. Without such innovation, col-
leges will be squeezed at both ends—high 
school seniors and employers will be dis-
appointed. 

f 

ANTI-SEMITISM 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
I rise to make a statement on a matter 
that troubles me deeply. I do so with 
considerable reluctance. 
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It concerns a good friend of the 

United States, a country that for twen-
ty years has been one of the bedrocks 
upon which the search of peace in the 
Middle East has rested, here I speak 
about the Arab Republican of Egypt. I 
am loathe to bring to this floor any-
thing that mars the image of the coun-
try that produced a leader of the cour-
age and vision of Anwar Sadat. 

I am told that the time is never right 
for such a statement. This is, as the ex-
perts always say, a ‘‘critical moment 
in the Middle East,’’ a ‘‘turning point,’’ 
or a ‘‘cross-roads.’’ A wrong word here 
and a misplaced gesture there, I am 
told, and the pendulum may swing 
from tension to confrontation. Well, 
they may be correct. But then the time 
may never be right to speak out. 

The wrong that has been committed 
in Egypt on a daily basis is one with 
which we in the West sadly have far 
too much experience. Indeed, it is a 
wrong that mars our history at its very 
roots and is something that we can 
never work too hard to remove from 
our thoughts and our consciousness. 
But because I know how far we have 
come in ridding this curse from our 
minds and hearts, and because I have 
come to learn how much it has become 
daily fare in the newspapers, airwaves, 
and pulpits of Egypt, I have put aside 
my reluctance to speak out on this 
issue today. 

The issue is anti-Semitism. 
I am not speaking of critiques of 

Israeli policy, but a resurgence of acer-
bic anti-Semitism and Holocaust de-
nial. I am speaking of the coarsest sort 
of hatred of Jews as Jews, the kind of 
hatred that pollutes the mind, infects 
the soul and ensures that peace re-
mains stone cold. 

Caricatures of Jews that could have 
been lifted directly from the pages of 
Der Sturmer seem to have been trans-
planted directly into the leading Egyp-
tian newspapers; accusations of far- 
fetched Jewish conspiracies that are 
restricted to the radical fringe in our 
country are daily fare of the elite press 
in Cairo—cartoons that are grotesque, 
stories that are lurid, articles that are 
filled with nothing but hate, loathing 
and intolerance. I have a long cata-
logue of vile statements, pictures, car-
toons, and articles, but I will not sully 
the reputation of this chamber in recit-
ing them to you today. I will, however, 
request inclusion in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD of selections from several 
major Egyptian newspapers in recent 
months. These media outlets are all 
state-owned, pro-government news-
papers. 

It is a sad reality that anti-Semitism 
exists in many parts of the globe, 
alongside its first cousins of racism, 
sexism, xenophobia, and other forms of 
intolerance. And I am the first to 
admit that we as a nation do not have 
clean hands here. But what separates 
our experience from the terrible form 
of anti-Semitism that we see in Egypt 
today is that we denounce it from the 
secular and religious pulpits of our so-

ciety. We give it no sanction and no 
sanctuary in our public life. And we 
fight it wherever it rears its ugly head. 

Unfortunately, in Egypt the opposite 
seems to be the rule. Some of the vilest 
forms of anti-Semitic literature are 
published not in the sensationalist op-
position press but in the major news-
papers owned and operated by the 
Egyptian leaders who either dismiss 
the numerous examples of anti-Semi-
tism as the stuff of far-left or far-right 
fringe groups or rush to hide behind 
the four word safe haven of ‘‘freedom of 
the press.’’ It is disappointing that 
Egyptian leaders do not take to the 
airwaves, opinion pages or pulpits of 
their country to denounce anti-Semi-
tism and condemn those who would 
traffic in hate. 

It is particularly disappointing that 
Egyptian leaders do not take a stand 
against this hatred because of its his-
tory and its role. Egypt is a leader in 
the Arab world, which affords her enor-
mous influence. Egypt has been a brave 
leader in the pursuit of a peace that, on 
this issue, has sadly lost its moral 
compass. Two generations after the 
Holocaust and the founding of Israel, I, 
for one, can no longer sit idly by as I 
watch a new generation of Middle East-
erners grow up inheriting an ideology 
of hate. Nor can I sit idly by as we 
Americans annually funnel close to 2 
billion dollars to Egypt, some of which 
subsidizes a government-owned press 
which promulgates hatred and corrupts 
the minds of its readers. 

Therefore, I believe that there needs 
to be a clear, unequivocal and system-
atic effort by the Government of Egypt 
to repudiate the purveyors of anti-Se-
mitic hatred, to build a culture of tol-
erance on which the prospect of real 
peace can flourish. 

As I said at the outset, I rise today 
with extreme reluctance. I want to be 
clear that this is not an issue regarding 
the freedom of the press in Egypt; rath-
er, it is a call to action. I hope my col-
leagues will join me in sending a mes-
sage to our friends in Egypt that such 
ugly and despicable anti-Semitism 
rhetoric must be repudiated officially 
and strongly at every level. 

f 

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 

close of business yesterday, Tuesday, 
April 3, 2001, the Federal debt stood at 
$5,776,367,926,942.46, Five trillion, seven 
hundred seventy-six billion, three hun-
dred sixty-seven million, nine hundred 
twenty-six thousand, nine hundred 
forty-two dollars and forty-six cents. 

One year ago, April 3, 2000, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $5,750,620,000,000, Five 
trillion, seven hundred fifty billion, six 
hundred twenty million. 

Five years ago, April 3, 1996, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $5,135,691,000,000, Five 
trillion, one hundred thirty-five bil-
lion, six hundred ninety-one million. 

Ten years ago, April 3, 1991, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $3,470,646,000,000, 
Three trillion, four hundred seventy 
billion, six hundred forty-six million. 

Fifteen years ago, April 3, 1986, the 
Federal debt stood at $2,021,705,000,000, 
Two trillion, twenty-one billion, seven 
hundred five million, which reflects a 
debt increase of almost $4 trillion, 
$3,754,662,926,942.46, Three trillion, 
seven hundred fifty-four billion, six 
hundred sixty-two million, nine hun-
dred twenty-six thousand, nine hun-
dred forty-two dollars and forty-six 
cents during the past 15 years. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

APRIL 26, 2001, IS NATIONAL D.O. 
DAY 

∑ Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. President, 
April 26 is National D.O. Day, a day 
when we recognize the more than 47,000 
osteopathic physicians (D.O.s) across 
the country for their contributions to 
the American healthcare system. On 
National D.O. Day, more than 500 mem-
bers of the osteopathic medical profes-
sion, including osteopathic physicians 
and medical students, will descend 
upon Capitol Hill to share their views 
with Congress. 

I am pleased that nearly 40 osteo-
pathic representatives will be visiting 
our Capitol from Illinois. These rep-
resentatives are practicing osteopathic 
physicians, staff from the American 
Osteopathic Association’s headquarters 
in Chicago, and osteopathic medical 
students from the Midwestern Univer-
sity-Chicago College of Osteopathic 
Medicine. 

For more than a century, D.O.s have 
made a difference in the lives and 
health of Americans everywhere. They 
have treated presidents and Olympic 
athletes. They have contributed to the 
fight against AIDS and the fight for 
civil rights. And D.O.s have been rep-
resented at the highest levels of the 
medical profession. Recently, the U.S. 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Health Affairs, the chief medical offi-
cer for the U.S. Coast Guard, and the 
Surgeon General of the U.S. Army were 
all osteopathic physicians. 

As fully licensed physicians able to 
prescribe medication and perform sur-
gery, D.O.s are committed to serving 
the health needs of rural and under-
served communities. That is why D.O.s 
make up 15 percent of the total physi-
cian population in towns of 10,000 or 
less. 

In addition, 64 percent of D.O.s prac-
tice in the primary care areas of medi-
cine, fulfilling a need for more primary 
care physicians in an era marked by 
the growth of managed care. Overall, 
more than 100 million patient visits are 
made each year to D.O.s. 

In recognition of National D.O. Day, 
I would like to congratulate the over 
1,900 osteopathic physicians in Illinois, 
the approximately 630 students at Mid-
western University-Chicago College of 
Osteopathic Medicine, and the 47,000 
D.O.s represented by the American Os-
teopathic Association for their con-
tributions to the good health of the 
American people.∑ 
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RETIREMENT OF CHIEF DOMBECK 

∑ Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize and thank Forest 
Service Chief Michael Dombeck. He 
served as Chief for four years, begin-
ning in 1997 until his retirement from 
Federal service last week. 

During his tenure, Chief Dombeck 
was a good friend to New Mexico. His 
assistance was critical in crafting the 
Community Forest Restoration Act. 
Enacted into law last year, this pro-
gram provides grants to New Mexico 
communities to team up with the For-
est Service to reduce hazardous fuels in 
and near national forests. I believe this 
program will set a good precedent for 
communities and Federal land manage-
ment agencies to work in a collabo-
rative manner to take care of our for-
ests. 

Chief Dombeck also quadrupled the 
budget for the Youth Conservation 
Corps, ‘‘YCC’’. YCC programs provide 
extraordinary benefits to both our 
youth and our natural resources. 
Through YCC, desperately needed res-
toration work is completed on our pub-
lic lands. At the same time, young peo-
ple, particularly those living in rural 
communities in New Mexico and 
throughout the West, engage in mean-
ingful summer employment and gain 
new skills. This program also promotes 
collaboration between communities 
and Federal land managers. 

Thanks in large part to his efforts 
and support, YCC is now one of the pro-
grams eligible for funding set aside by 
Title VIII of last year’s Interior Appro-
priations Act, referred to as the ‘‘Land 
Conservation, Preservation and Infra-
structure Improvement’’ account. 

Last year, Chief Dombeck provided 
invaluable expertise as Senator DOMEN-
ICI and I worked to provide relief to 
communities at high risk from wildfire 
that are located in the vicinity of Fed-
eral lands. Specifically, he assisted us 
in targeting additional hazardous fuel 
reduction funds near these commu-
nities to reduce the threat of fire. In 
addition, he supported our plans to cre-
ate employment opportunities in these 
communities. To accomplish this ob-
jective, we provided new authority for 
the land management agencies to give 
a preference to local people and YCC 
work crews when awarding contracts 
and agreements to complete the 
projects and conduct monitoring. 

I commend Chief Dombeck for his ef-
forts to both sustain community well- 
being and enhance the ecological integ-
rity of the national forest system. I 
wish him well as he embarks on a new 
chapter in his life.∑ 

f 

RECOGNIZING THE WORK OF DR. 
THOMAS E. STARZL 

∑ Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, it is 
my privilege to rise today to recognize 
the accomplishments of a living leg-
end. Transplant pioneer Thomas E. 
Starzl performed the world’s first liver 
transplant in 1963 and the first success-

ful series of kidney transplants be-
tween nonidentical twins between 1963 
and 1964, and he has for four decades 
continued to make equally extraor-
dinary advancements in the field of 
organ transplantation. 

This coming April 27, Dr. Starzl’s 
former students and colleagues, rep-
resenting the span of those 40 years, 
will pay tribute to Dr. Starzl as he en-
ters emeritus status at the University 
of Pittsburgh. It will be a celebration 
much to Dr. Starzl’s liking—an aca-
demic gathering in order to share im-
portant scientific information. 

Dr. Starzl is a pioneer. His work has 
had lasting influence and utility in the 
field of transplantation and on other 
fields of medicine as well. His legacy 
has and will continue to make an im-
pact on us all. 

In 1980 he developed a combination of 
drugs that transformed transplan-
tation of the liver and heart from an 
experimental procedure to a standard 
treatment for patients with end-stage 
organ failure. In 1989, his development 
of another drug markedly improved 
survival rates for all kinds of trans-
plants and made possible for the first 
time successful transplantation of the 
small intestine. 

When Pittsburgh welcomed him 20 
years ago, we had no idea the incred-
ible contributions this man would 
make to medicine and mankind. In-
deed, the city has enjoyed an enhanced 
reputation because he chose to make 
the University of Pittsburgh his aca-
demic home. This year marks the 20th 
anniversary of the first liver trans-
plant he performed in Pittsburgh. 
Since then, surgeons at the University 
of Pittsburgh and the UPMC Health 
System have performed nearly 6,000 
liver transplants and more than 11,300 
transplants of all organs. These num-
bers set the world standard, by far. 

But Dr. Starzl’s work goes far beyond 
Pittsburgh—he is truly a national 
treasure. He is one of history’s greatest 
surgeons, someone who made saving a 
life routine. Even patients who have 
not been under his direct care have 
benefitted from his work. In fact, most 
of the world’s transplant surgeons and 
physicians have been trained by Dr. 
Starzl or by those trained by him. By 
this standard alone his impact is im-
measurable and permanent. He has for-
ever changed and improved health care 
delivery as we know it. 

Dr. Starzl, please know that every 
American is indebted to you for your 
hard work, your refusal to take no for 
an answer, and most of all, for your ge-
nius and skill as a surgeon and a re-
searcher. The world is a better place 
because you chose to make Pittsburgh 
your home.∑ 

f 

HONORING BILL RADIGAN 

∑ Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I am 
saddened to report the passing of one of 
South Dakota’s most exceptional pub-
lic leaders, and a life-long friend in my 
home town of Vermillion, SD. Bill 

Radigan led a full life, committed to 
his family, his nation and his commu-
nity. 

Bill answered America’s call to the 
military during World War II as a 
member of the Army Air Corps. He 
served the Vermillion region during his 
35 years with the U.S. Postal Service, 
while simultaneously coordinating 
Vermillion’s school bus system. He 
served as secretary of the South Da-
kota teener baseball program for over 
30 years and provided needed leadership 
through the American Legion and 
VFW. Bill was secretary-treasurer of 
the Vermillion Volunteer Fire Depart-
ment for 55 years, and served as city 
councilman and mayor of Vermillion, 
where he oversaw the development of 
progressive new projects in our home 
town. 

I had the privilege of working with 
Bill on issues ranging from veterans’ 
benefits to the Vermillion-Newcastle 
Bridge, which will span the Missouri 
River by the end of this summer. But 
for all of Bill Radigan’s commitment 
to public service, nothing was more im-
portant in his life than his family. He 
and his wife Susie made a dynamic pair 
in our community, and their 11 chil-
dren and many grandchildren were of 
utmost importance to them. Bill’s na-
tional, State, and community leader-
ship achievements were extraordinary, 
but the strong family values he and 
Susie lived out every day of their mar-
riage serves as well as an inspiration 
for all. 

I had the privilege of attending Bill’s 
funeral this past week, and the out-
pouring of love and respect from the 
entire community was extraordinary. 
Our Nation and South Dakota are far 
better places because of Bill’s life, and 
while we miss him very much, the best 
way to honor his life is to emulate his 
commitment to public service and fam-
ily.∑ 

f 

HAPPY BIRTHDAY, MARY SAMSON 
LEFEVRE 

∑ Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
today is a special day in our office. We 
are joining our science fellow, Russ 
Lefevre, in celebrating the 99th birth-
day of his mother, Mary Samson 
Lefevre. She was born on April 4, 1902 
and lived on a farm in North Dakota 
for her early years. Her parents were 
second generation French-Canadian 
immigrants, and she was one of eight 
children. She went to grade school at a 
Catholic elementary school in a small 
farming community but dropped out of 
school after the 8th grade to help on 
her parents’ farm. 

She married Ernest Lefevre in 1934. 
They lived in a small town in North 
Dakota. She worked most of her life in 
a bakery, retiring at age 74. Mrs. 
Lefevre lives in a care center in Maple-
wood, MN near her daughter. She is in 
good health and good spirits, as she 
participates in the many activities in 
the center. She continues her interest 
in national affairs. 
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While she had to leave school early, 

as often happened at that time, Mrs. 
Lefevre places great value on edu-
cation. One of her sources of pride is 
that all three of her children are col-
lege graduates. This is largely due to 
her strong encouragement. Russ has a 
Ph. D. in Electrical Engineering. Shir-
ley has a B.S. in Education and teaches 
in the White Bear Lake, MN Elemen-
tary Schools. Robert has a Bachelors 
degree in Mathematics and worked in 
the Software industry for over 35 years. 

A 99th birthday is a special occasion 
for her, as well as her family and 
friends. Over the course of her long life, 
Mrs. Lefevre has seen an amazing tran-
sition in our country and our culture. 
Such experience brings a wisdom and 
knowledge that enriches the lives of 
her loved ones. 

Such a celebration is also a chance 
for each of us to take a moment to ap-
preciate our own family and our own 
family traditions.∑ 

f 

IN RECOGNITION OF JOHN 
JOHNSON 

∑ Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I 
rise today to recognize the accomplish-
ments and commitment of one of New 
Jersey’s great leaders, John ‘‘J.J.’’ 
Johnson. He has dedicated his life to 
protecting and promoting the rights of 
his fellow union members and has 
worked to help many others build on 
the promise of the American Dream. 

J.J first became active in the labor 
movement in 1960, when he organized 
the workers at the Peter Pan factory 
in East Newark, New Jersey. Since 
then, J.J. has worn many hats in his 
long and distinguished career of public 
service. For ten years, J.J. served as 
Secretary-Treasurer of Postal Union, 
Local #10. In 1975, J.J. co-founded Serv-
ice Employees International Union 
Local 617, where he served for 25 years 
as Executive Vice President. Since 
then, Local 617 has become New Jer-
sey’s largest Public Employee Local, 
representing over 3,500 members. 

Throughout the years, J.J. has been 
on the front line of progress for union 
members in New Jersey. In 1996, J.J. 
became the first African American 
from New Jersey to be elected to the 
Executive Board of the Service Em-
ployees International Union. As a 
member of the board, J.J. fought for 
fair wages, better health benefits, and 
safer working conditions, and was later 
elected president of the SEIU New Jer-
sey State Council, which represents 
over 25,000 workers in the State of New 
Jersey. 

In 1998, J.J. had the honor of being 
the first African American to serve as 
Grand Marshall of the Essex-West Hud-
son Labor Council ‘‘Celebration of 
Labor Day Parade,’’ and received the 
National Leadership Achievement 
Award from the SEIU Caucus of People 
of African Descent. In 2000, J.J. also be-
came the first African American to re-
ceive the New Jersey AFL–CIO Labor 
Award, and later this month he will be 

honored by the National African Amer-
ican Caucus of the SEUI for his out-
standing leadership in the Union. 

I am proud to recognize the accom-
plishments of J.J. Johnson, a man who 
for thirty years has been a standard 
bearer of the labor movement. His hard 
work, determination, and service are a 
model for our labor leaders, indeed all 
leaders, to follow and learn from.∑ 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Ms. Evans, one of his 
secretaries. 

f 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 

At 10:09 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hanrahan, one of its reading 
clerks, announced that the House has 
passed the following bills, in which it 
requests the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 768. An act to amend the Improving 
America’s Schools Act of 1994 to make per-
manent the favorable treatment of need- 
based educational aid under the antitrust 
laws. 

H.R. 974. An act to repeal the prohibition 
on the payment of interest on demand depos-
its, to increase the number of interaccount 
transfer which may be made from business 
accounts at depository institutions, to au-
thorize the Board of Governors of the Fed-
eral Reserve System to pay interest on re-
serves, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House has agreed to the following con-
current resolutions, in which it re-
quests the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 59. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress regarding the 
prevention of shaken baby syndrome. 

H. Con. Res. 93. Concurrent resolution pro-
viding for a conditional adjournment of the 
House of Representatives and a conditional 
recess or adjournment of the Senate. 

At 4:05 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled bills: 

H.R. 132. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
620 Jacaranda Street in Lanai City, Hawaii, 
as the ‘‘Goro Hokama Post Office Building.’’ 

H.R. 395. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
2305 Minton Road in West Melbourne, Flor-
ida, as the ‘‘Ronald W. Reagan Post Office of 
West Melbourne, Florida.’’ 

The enrolled bills were subsequently 
signed by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. THURMOND). 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bills were read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 768. An act to amend the improving 
America’s Schools Act of 1994 to make per-
manent the favorable treatment of need- 
based educational aid under the antitrust 
laws; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

H.R. 974. An act to increase the number of 
interaccount transfers which may be made 
from business accounts at depository institu-
tions, to authorize the Board of Governors of 
the Federal Reserve System to pay interest 
on reserves, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

The following concurrent resolution 
was read, and referred as indicated: 

H. Con. Res. 59. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress regarding the 
establishment of National Shaken Baby Syn-
drome Awareness Week; to the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. JEFFORDS, from the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions: 

Special Report entitled ‘‘Special Report 
entitled ‘‘Legislative Activities of the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions during the 106th Congress’’.’’ (Rept. 
No. 107–11). 

By Mr. HELMS, from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, with an amendment in 
the nature of a substitute and an amendment 
to the title and with an amended preamble: 

S. Con. Res. 7: A concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that the 
United States should establish an inter-
national education policy to enhance na-
tional security and significantly further 
United States foreign policy and global com-
petitiveness. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mrs. LINCOLN (for herself, Mr. 
ALLARD, and Mr. GRASSLEY): 

S. 686. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide a credit against 
tax for energy efficient appliances; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. TORRICELLI (for himself and 
Mr. CORZINE): 

S. 687. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to make higher education 
more affordable by providing a tax deduction 
for higher education expenses, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. SCHUMER: 
S. 688. A bill to amend title 49, United 

States Code, relating to the airport noise 
and access review program; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself and 
Mrs. CLINTON): 

S. 689. A bill to convey certain Federal 
properties on Governors Island, New York; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

By Mr. WELLSTONE: 
S. 690. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 

Social Security Act to expand and improve 
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coverage of mental health services under the 
medicare program; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

By Mr. REID (for himself and Mr. EN-
SIGN): 

S. 691. A bill to direct the Secretary of Ag-
riculture to convey certain land in the Lake 
Tahoe Basin Management Unit, Nevada, to 
the Secretary of the Interior, in trust for the 
Washoe Indian Tribe of Nevada and Cali-
fornia; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources. 

By Mr. HELMS: 
S. 692. A bill to issue a certificate of docu-

mentation for the vessel EAGLE; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, Mr. 
BREAUX, and Mr. BURNS): 

S. 693. A bill to amend the Social Security 
Act to provide additional safeguards for 
beneficiaries with representative payees 
under the Old-Age, Survivors, and Disability 
Insurance program or the Supplemental Se-
curity Income program; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. BEN-
NETT, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. DODD, Mr. 
COCHRAN, Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. REID, 
and Mr. DOMENICI): 

S. 694. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide that a deduction 
equal to fair market value shall be allowed 
for charitable contributions of literary, mu-
sical, artistic, or scholarly compositions cre-
ated by the donor; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

By Mr. DORGAN (for himself, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, and Mr. BYRD): 

S. 695. A bill to provide parents, taxpayers, 
and educators with useful, understandable 
school report cards; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. BROWNBACK: 
S. 696. A bill to prohibit the Federal Com-

munications Commission from applying 
spectrum aggregation limits to spectrum as-
signed by auction after 2000; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr. BAU-
CUS, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
Mr. CRAIG, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. CRAPO, 
Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Mr. WARNER, Mr. CON-
RAD, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. KERRY, Mr. 
SMITH of Oregon, Mr. DASCHLE, Ms. 
COLLINS, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. HUTCH-
INSON, Ms. MIKULSKI, Ms. LANDRIEU, 
Mr. CARPER, Mr. CLELAND, Mr. SCHU-
MER, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. BIDEN, Mrs. 
CARNAHAN, Mr. NELSON of Nebraska, 
Ms. STABENOW, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. 
DAYTON, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. DURBIN, 
Mr. BAYH, and Mr. MILLER): 

S. 697. A bill to modernize the financing of 
the railroad retirement system and to pro-
vide enhanced benefits to employees and 
beneficiaries; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself and Mr. 
REID): 

S. 698. A bill to amend the Safe Drinking 
Water Act to designate chromium-6 as a con-
taminant, to establish a maximum contami-
nant level for chromium-6, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

By Mr. JOHNSON (for himself and Mr. 
DASCHLE): 

S. 699. A bill to provide for substantial re-
ductions in the price of prescription drugs 
for medicare beneficiaries; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL (for himself, Mr. 
KOHL, and Mr. HATCH): 

S. 700. A bill to establish a Federal inter-
agency task force for the purpose of coordi-

nating actions to prevent the outbreak of bo-
vine spongiform encephalopathy (commonly 
known as ‘‘mad cow disease’’) and foot-and- 
mouth disease in the United States; read the 
first time. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. THOMPSON: 
S. Con. Res. 31. Concurrent resolution com-

mending Clear Channel Communications and 
the American Football Coaches Association 
for their dedication and efforts for pro-
tecting children by providing a vital means 
for locating the Nation’s missing, kidnapped, 
and runaway children; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DURBIN: 
S. Con. Res. 32. A concurrent resolution 

honoring The American Society for the Pre-
vention of Cruelty to Animals for its 135 
years of service to the people of the United 
States and their animals; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 128 

At the request of Mr. JOHNSON, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. TORRICELLI) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 128, a bill to amend the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Act to re-
quire periodic cost of living adjust-
ments to the maximum amount of de-
posit insurance available under that 
Act, and for other purposes. 

S. 145 

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
DEWINE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
145, a bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to increase to parity with 
other surviving spouses the basic annu-
ity that is provided under the uni-
formed services Survivor Benefit Plan 
for surviving spouses who are at least 
62 years of age, and for other purposes. 

S. 170 

At the request of Mr. REID, the name 
of the Senator from Vermont (Mr. 
LEAHY) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
170, a bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to permit retired mem-
bers of the Armed Forces who have a 
service-connected disability to receive 
both military retired pay by reason of 
their years of military service and dis-
ability compensation from the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs for their dis-
ability. 

At the request of Mr. HUTCHINSON, 
the name of the Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. SMITH) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 170, supra. 

At the request of Mr. NELSON of Flor-
ida, his name and the name of and the 
Senator from Missouri (Mr. BOND) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 170, supra. 

S. 277 

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
name of the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. CARPER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 277, a bill to amend the Fair 
Labor Standards Act of 1938 to provide 

for an increase in the Federal min-
imum wage. 

S. 288 
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 

name of the Senator from Virginia (Mr. 
WARNER) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
288, a bill to extend the moratorium en-
acted by the Internet Tax Freedom Act 
through 2006, and encourage States to 
simplify their sales and use taxes. 

S. 316 
At the request of Mr. MCCONNELL, 

the name of the Senator from South 
Carolina (Mr. THURMOND) was added as 
a cosponsor of S. 316, a bill to provide 
for teacher liability protection. 

S. 351 
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 

name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. LEAHY) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 351, a bill to amend the Solid 
Waste Disposal Act to reduce the quan-
tity of mercury in the environment by 
limiting use of mercury fever ther-
mometers and improving collection, re-
cycling, and disposal of mercury, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 381 
At the request of Mr. ALLARD, the 

name of the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. HAGEL) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 381, a bill to amend the Uniformed 
and Overseas Citizens Absentee Voting 
Act, the Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Civil Re-
lief Act of 1940, and title 10, United 
States Code, to maximize the access of 
uniformed services voters and recently 
separated uniformed services voters to 
the polls, to ensure that each vote cast 
by such a voter is duly counted, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 403 
At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the 

names of the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. LEVIN) and the Senator from West 
Virginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 403, a bill to im-
prove the National Writing Project. 

S. 413 
At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the 

name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
REID) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
413, a bill to amend part F of title X of 
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to improve and 
refocus civic education, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 426 
At the request of Mrs. CLINTON, the 

name of the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. CARPER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 426, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide an in-
come tax credit to holders of bonds fi-
nancing new communications tech-
nologies, and for other purposes. 

S. 428 
At the request of Mrs. CLINTON, the 

name of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. DORGAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 428, a bill to provide 
grants and other incentives to promote 
new communications technologies, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 429 
At the request of Mrs. CLINTON, the 

name of the Senator from Delaware 
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(Mr. CARPER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 429, a bill to expand the Manufac-
turing Extension Program to bring the 
new economy to small and medium- 
sized businesses. 

S. 430 
At the request of Mrs. CLINTON, the 

name of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. DORGAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 430, a bill to provide in-
centives to promote broadband tele-
communications services in rural 
America, and for other purposes. 

S. 463 
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 

name of the Senator from New York 
(Mr. SCHUMER) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 463, a bill to provide for in-
creased access to HIV/AIDS-related 
treatments and services in developing 
foreign countries. 

S. 466 
At the request of Mr. HAGEL, the 

name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. DASCHLE) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 466, a bill to amend the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act to fully fund 40 percent of the aver-
age per pupil expenditure for programs 
under part B of such Act. 

S. 501 
At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the 

name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. DAYTON) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 501, a bill to amend titles IV and 
XX of the Social Security Act to re-
store funding for the Social Services 
Block Grant, to restore the ability of 
States to transfer up to 10 percent of 
TANF funds to carry out activities 
under such block grant, and to require 
an annual report on such activities by 
the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services. 

S. 534 
At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the 

names of the Senator from New York 
(Mr. SCHUMER), the Senator from Utah 
(Mr. HATCH), and the Senator from Wis-
consin (Mr. FEINGOLD) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 534, a bill to establish 
a Federal interagency task force for 
the purpose of coordinating actions to 
prevent the outbreak of bovine 
spongiform encephalopathy (commonly 
known as ‘‘mad cow disease’’) and foot- 
and-mouth disease in the United 
States. 

S. 582 
At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the 

name of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. BINGAMAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 582, a bill to amend titles XIX 
and XXI of the Social Security Act to 
provide States with the option to cover 
certain legal immigrants under the 
medicaid and State children’s health 
insurance program. 

S. 599 
At the request of Mr. ROBERTS, the 

name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
LUGAR) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
599, a bill to amend the Omnibus Trade 
and Competitiveness Act of 1988 to es-
tablish permanent trade negotiating 
and trade agreement implementing au-
thority. 

S. 604 
At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the 

name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. CHAFEE) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 604, a bill to amend title III or the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965 to provide for digital edu-
cation partnerships. 

S. 611 
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 

names of the Senator from Washington 
(Mrs. MURRAY) and the Senator from 
Hawaii (Mr. AKAKA) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 611, a bill to amend title 
II of the Social Security Act to provide 
that the reduction in social security 
benefits which are required in the case 
of spouses and surviving spouses who 
are also receiving certain Government 
pensions shall be equal to the amount 
by which two-thirds of the total 
amount of the combined monthly ben-
efit (before reduction) and monthly 
pension exceeds $1,200, adjusted for in-
flation. 

S. 643 
At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 

name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 643, a bill to implement 
the agreement establishing a United 
States-Jordan free trade area. 

S. 662 
At the request of Mr. DODD, the name 

of the Senator from Alabama (Mr. SES-
SIONS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
662, a bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to authorize the Secretary 
of Veterans Affairs to furnish 
headstones or markers for marked 
graves of, or to otherwise commemo-
rate, certain individuals. 

S. 683 
At the request of Mr. SANTORUM, the 

name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
MILLER) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
683, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow individuals a 
refundable credit against income tax 
for the purchase of private health in-
surance, and to establish State health 
insurance safety-net programs. 

S. CON. RES. 14 
At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the 

name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. DODD) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. Con. Res. 14, a concurrent resolution 
recognizing the social problem of child 
abuse and neglect, and supporting ef-
forts to enhance public awareness of it. 

AMENDMENT NO. 174 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 

names of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. BOND) and the Senator from Idaho 
(Mr. CRAIG) were added as cosponsors of 
amendment No. 174 proposed to H. Con. 
Res. 83, a concurrent resolution estab-
lishing the congressional budget for 
the United States Government for fis-
cal year 2002, revising the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2001, and 
setting forth appropriate budgetary 
levels for each of fiscal years 2003 
through 2011. 

AMENDMENT NO. 176 
At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the 

names of the Senator from Montana 

(Mr. BAUCUS) and the Senator from 
Minnesota (Mr. DAYTON) were added as 
cosponsors of amendment No. 176 pro-
posed to H. Con. Res. 83, a concurrent 
resolution establishing the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2002, revis-
ing the congressional budget for the 
United States Government for fiscal 
year 2001, and setting forth appropriate 
budgetary levels for each of fiscal 
years 2003 through 2011. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. TORRICELLI (for himself 
and Mr. CORZINE) 

S. 687. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to make higher 
education more affordable by providing 
a tax deduction for higher education 
expenses, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, 
today, I rise to introduce the Higher 
Education Affordability and Fairness 
Act. 

It is easy to forget that less than ten 
years ago this nation faced an endless 
stream of budget deficits. Today, 
through fiscal responsibility and the 
hard work and sacrifice of the Amer-
ican people, an unprecedented budget 
surplus has taken the place of annual 
deficits. 

Clearly, there are many priorities to 
be addressed with this good fortune. 
The time has come to ease the tax bur-
den on the American public through a 
reduction in tax rates. We must reserve 
a portion of the surplus for necessary 
investments in education, a prescrip-
tion drug benefit, as well as a continu-
ation of the progress we have made in 
reducing the national debt. Among 
those priorities we must include pro-
grams and policies to increase the af-
fordability of a college education. I be-
lieve that this can be done through ex-
panding tax credits and making college 
tuition tax deductible. 

A college degree is becoming a pre-
requisite for the advanced skills that 
have become necessary in this global, 
information-based economy. And finan-
cially, a college education is integral 
to achieving middle-class earning 
power. In 1999, the average male college 
graduate earned 90 percent more than 
the average male high school graduate. 
In the late 1970’s the difference in pay 
was only 50 percent. 

While the benefits and the need of 
higher education have increased, so, 
too have the costs. In the last decade, 
the cost of sending a child to college 
has increased 40 percent, nearly two 
and a half times the rate of inflation. 

Too often, the struggle to send a 
child to college consumes the budget of 
working families. In New Jersey, fami-
lies spend anywhere from 30 to 50 per-
cent of their incomes on college ex-
penses, leaving little for the mortgage, 
medical bills, long-term care for a par-
ent, or even a car payment. 
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In years past, Congress has sought to 

address college affordability by pro-
viding a HOPE Scholarship tax credit 
of up to $1,500 for the first two years of 
expenses and a Lifetime Learning tax 
credit of up to $1,000 for the third and 
fourth years as well as for graduate 
school. For low-income families, Con-
gress has increased funding to $8.75 bil-
lion for Pell grants, a need-based grant 
program that will help send four mil-
lion Americans to college this year. 

But more can and should be done. 
Under existing law, taxpayers cannot 

deduct higher education expenses from 
their taxes, unless the expenses meet a 
very narrow definition as ‘‘work-re-
lated’’. In addition, families living in 
high cost states like New Jersey or 
California do not receive the same ben-
efits as those living in lower cost 
states because of unfair income limita-
tions. Finally, a family who invests in 
an Education IRA cannot use the sav-
ings for a child’s college education and 
also receive the benefits of the HOPE 
or Lifetime Learning tax credits. 
Today, I am introducing the Higher 
Education Affordability and Fairness 
Act, HEAFA, to address these issues. 

HEAFA would allow families who 
take the HOPE tax credit to deduct up 
to the next $8,000 in tuition expenses 
not covered by the credit, capping the 
deduction at $15,000 in tuition expenses 
in one year if a family has more than 
one child in college. Families ineligible 
for the Hope Scholarship, due to its in-
come limitations, would be able to de-
duct $5,000 of tuition costs. 

The bill would also increase the Life-
time Learning credit to 20 percent of 
$10,000 of tuition, from the current 20 
percent of $5,000, and provide families 
with the choice of taking either the 
credit or a deduction on up to $10,000 of 
tuition, $5,000 if a family earns more 
than $120,000 a year. 

HEAFA would raise the phase-out 
limit for the HOPE credit to $60,000 for 
singles and $120,000 for couples, allow-
ing more families to benefit. 

In order to ensure that savings go to 
the intended beneficiaries, families and 
students, the bill directs an annual 
study to examine whether the federal 
income tax incentives to provide edu-
cation assistance affect higher edu-
cation tuition rates. 

Finally, to address the needs of low- 
income families, the bill expresses the 
sense of the Senate that the maximum 
annual Pell Grant should be increased 
to $4,700 per student. 

With so many families struggling 
today to pay their mortgages, afford 
the high cost of prescription drugs and 
contribute to the long-term care of 
their parents, helping families better 
afford college is the least we can do. 

By Mr. WELLSTONE: 
S. 690. A bill to amend title XVIII of 

the Social Security Act to expand and 
improve coverage of mental health 
services under the medicare program; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
rise today to reintroduce the Medicare 

Mental Health Modernization Act, a 
bill to improve the delivery of mental 
health services through the Medicare 
health care system. This improvement 
and modernization of mental health 
services in the Medicare system is long 
overdue. It has remained virtually un-
changed since it was enacted by Con-
gress in 1965. In the 36 years since then, 
the scientific breakthroughs in our un-
derstanding of mental illnesses and the 
vast improvements in medications and 
other effective treatments have dra-
matically changed our understanding 
and treatment of mental illness. Yet, 
the health care systems, both public 
and private, lag behind in the treat-
ment of this potentially life-threat-
ening disease. As we work to improve 
health care for all Americans, in all 
health care systems, the ever-growing 
population of older Americans make it 
all the more urgent that we bring the 
Medicare system into the 21st century, 
and bring mental health care to those 
in need. 

Though often undetected and un-
treated, mental health problems among 
the elderly are widespread and life- 
threatening. Americans aged 65 years 
and older have the highest rate of sui-
cide of any population in the United 
States. Sadly, these suicide rates in-
crease with age. While this age group 
accounts for just 13 percent of the U.S. 
population, Americans 65 and older ac-
count for 20 percent of all suicide 
deaths. All too often, depression among 
the elderly is ignored or inappropri-
ately treated. This disease, and other 
illnesses such as Alzheimer’s disease, 
anxiety and late-life schizophrenia, can 
lead to severe impairment or death. 

Major depression is strikingly preva-
lent among older people, with between 
8 and 20 percent of older people in com-
munity-based studies showing symp-
toms of depression. Studies of patients 
in primary care settings show that up 
to 37 percent report such symptoms, al-
though they often go untreated. De-
pression is not a ‘‘normal’’ part of 
aging, but a serious, debilitating dis-
ease. Almost 20 percent of individuals 
age 55 and older experience a serious 
mental disorder. What is most alarm-
ing is that most elderly suicide vic-
tims, 70 percent, have visited their pri-
mary care doctor in the month prior to 
their completed suicide. It is critical 
that the mental health expertise be 
provided within the Medicare system, 
and that screening, diagnosis, and 
treatment be provided in a timely 
manner. 

Despite this need, Medicare coverage 
for mental health services is much 
more expensive for elderly patients 
than coverage for other outpatient 
services. In order to receive mental 
health care, seniors must pay, out of 
their own pockets, 50 percent of the 
cost of a visit to their mental health 
specialist, an extremely unfair burden 
to place on the elderly, who are so 
often facing other health or life dif-
ficulties as well. For all other health 
care services, the copayment for Medi-

care participants is 20 percent, not 50 
percent. 

We know that substance abuse, par-
ticularly of alcohol and prescription 
drugs, among adults 65 and older is one 
of the fastest growing health problems 
in the United States. With seventeen 
percent of this age group suffers from 
addiction or substance abuse. While ad-
diction often goes undetected and un-
treated among older adults, aging and 
disability only makes the body more 
vulnerable to the effects of these drugs, 
further exacerbating underlying health 
problems, and creating a serious need 
for treatment that recognizes these 
vulnerabilities. 

Medicare also provides health care 
coverage for non-elderly individuals 
who are disabled, through Social Secu-
rity Disability Insurance, SSDI. Ac-
cording to the Health Care Financing 
Agency, HCFA, Medicare is the pri-
mary health care coverage for the 5 
million non-elderly, disabled people on 
SSDI. More than 20 percent of these in-
dividuals have a diagnosis of mental 
illness and/or addiction, and also face 
severe discrimination in their mental 
health coverage. 

What will this bill do? The Medicare 
Mental Health Modernization Act has 
several important components. First, 
the bill reduces the 50 percent copay-
ment for mental health care to 20 per-
cent, which makes the copayment 
equal to every other outpatient service 
in Medicare. This is straightforward, 
fair, and the right thing to do. By 
doing so, this provision will increase 
access to mental health care overall, 
especially for those who currently fore-
go seeking treatment and find them-
selves suffering from worsening mental 
health conditions. Second, the bill adds 
intensive residential services to the 
Medicare mental health benefit pack-
age. This provision will give people suf-
fering from diseases such as schizo-
phrenia or Alzheimer’s disease an al-
ternative to going to nursing homes. 
Instead, they will be able to be cared 
for in their homes or in more appro-
priate residential settings. I also ask 
the Secretary for Health and Human 
Services to conduct a study of the cur-
rent Medicare coverage criteria to de-
termine the extent to which people 
with these forms of illnesses are receiv-
ing the appropriate care that is needed. 

Finally, my bill expands the number 
of mental health professionals eligible 
to provide services through Medicare 
to include clinical social workers and 
licensed professional mental health 
counselors. Provision of adequate men-
tal health services provided through 
Medicare requires more trained and ex-
perienced providers for the aging and 
growing population and should include 
those who are appropriately licensed 
and qualified to deliver such care. 

These changes are needed now. The 
bill enjoys the strong support of many 
mental health groups including, among 
others, the National Alliance for the 
Mentally Ill, the National Mental 
Health Association, theAmerican Psy-
chological Association, the National 
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Association of School Psychologists, 
the National Association of Social 
Workers, the American Association of 
Geriatric Psychiatry, the Bazelon Cen-
ter for Mental Health Law, the Inter-
national Association of Psychosocial 
Rehabilitation Services, the American 
Counseling Association, the American 
Mental Health Counselors Association, 
the Association for Ambulatory Behav-
ioral Health, the American Association 
of Marriage and Family Therapists, the 
National Association of Psychiatric 
Health Systems, the American Associa-
tion of Pastoral Counselors, the Asso-
ciation for the Advancement of Psy-
chology, the National Association of 
County Behavioral Health Directors, 
the Tourette Syndrome Association, 
the National Association of Anorexia 
Nervosa and Associated Disorders, the 
Suicide Prevention and Advocacy Net-
work, the Suicide Awareness/Voices of 
Education organization, the American 
Foundation for Suicide Prevention, the 
American Association of Suicidology, 
the Kristin Brooks Hope Center, the 
The National Hopeline Network 1–800– 
SUICIDE, the Suicide Prevention Serv-
ices of Illinois, and the National Re-
source Center for Suicide Prevention 
and Aftercare. I commend these organi-
zations and the American Psychiatric 
Association for their leadership role in 
fighting for improved mental health 
care coverage for seniors under Medi-
care. 

U.S. Surgeon General David Satcher 
recognized the urgency of the problems 
with Medicare in his recent reports on 
mental health: ‘‘Mental Health: A Re-
port of the Surgeon General’’ and ‘‘The 
Surgeon General’s Call to Action to 
Prevent Suicide’’. Dr. Satcher stated, 
‘‘Disability due to mental illness in in-
dividuals over 65 years old will become 
a major public health problem in the 
near future because of demographic 
changes. In particular, dementia, de-
pression and schizophrenia, among 
other conditions, will all present spe-
cial problems for this age group.’’ Dr. 
Satcher also underscored the life- 
threatening nature of this problem. He 
noted that the rate of major clinical 
depression and the incidence of suicide 
among senior citizens is alarmingly 
high. This report cites that about one- 
half of patients relocated to nursing 
homes from the community are at 
greater risk for depression. At the 
same time, the Surgeon General em-
phasizes that depression ‘‘is not well- 
recognized or treated in primary care 
settings,’’ and calls attention to the 
alarming fact that older people have 
the highest rates of suicide in the U.S. 
population. Contrary to what is widely 
believed, suicide rates actually in-
crease with age, and, as the Surgeon 
General points out, ‘‘depression is a 
foremost risk factor for suicide in older 
adults.’’ 

Clearly, our nation must take steps 
to ensure that mental health care is 
easily and readily available under the 
Medicare program. The Medicare Men-
tal Health Modernization Act of 2001 

takes an important first step in that 
direction. It is time to take this poten-
tial fatal illness seriously. I believe we 
must do everything we can to make ef-
fective treatments available in a time-
ly manner for older adults and others 
covered by Medicare, and help prevent 
relapse and recurrence once mental ill-
ness is diagnosed. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
bill as we begin our work in this new 
century. It is time to treat the elderly 
in our society, particularly those with 
serious, debilitating diseases, with the 
care, respect and fairness they deserve. 
I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of the bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 690 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Medicare Mental Health Modernization 
Act of 2001’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Findings. 

TITLE I—ESTABLISHING PARITY FOR 
MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES 

Sec. 101. Elimination of lifetime limit on in-
patient mental health services. 

Sec. 102. Parity in treatment for outpatient 
mental health services. 

TITLE II—EXPANDING COVERAGE OF 
COMMUNITY-BASED MENTAL HEALTH 
SERVICES 

Sec. 201. Coverage of intensive residential 
services. 

Sec. 202. Coverage of intensive outpatient 
services. 

TITLE III—IMPROVING BENEFICIARY AC-
CESS TO MEDICARE-COVERED SERV-
ICES 

Sec. 301. Excluding clinical social worker 
services from coverage under 
the medicare skilled nursing fa-
cility prospective payment sys-
tem and consolidated payment. 

Sec. 302. Coverage of marriage and family 
therapist services. 

Sec. 303. Coverage of mental health coun-
selor services. 

Sec. 304. Study of coverage criteria for Alz-
heimer’s disease and related 
mental illnesses. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 
The Congress finds the following: 
(1) Older people have the highest rate of 

suicide of any population in the United 
States, and the suicide rate of that popu-
lation increases with age, with individuals 65 
and older accounting for 20 percent of all sui-
cide deaths in the United States, while com-
prising only 13 percent of the population of 
the United States. 

(2) Disability due to mental illness in indi-
viduals over 65 years old will become a major 
public health problem in the near future be-
cause of demographic changes. In particular, 
dementia, depression, schizophrenia, among 
other conditions, will all present special 
problems for this age group. 

(3) Major depression is strikingly prevalent 
among older people, with between 8 and 20 
percent of older people in community studies 
and up to 37 percent of those seen in primary 
care settings experiencing symptoms of de-
pression. 

(4) Almost 20 percent of the population of 
individuals age 55 and older, experience spe-
cific mental disorders that are not part of 
normal aging. 

(5) Unrecognized and untreated depression, 
Alzheimer’s disease, anxiety, late-life schizo-
phrenia, and other mental conditions can be 
severely impairing and may even be fatal. 

(6) Substance abuse, particularly the abuse 
of alcohol and prescription drugs, among 
adults 65 and older is one of the fastest grow-
ing health problems in the United States, 
with 17 percent of this age group suffering 
from addiction or substance abuse. While ad-
diction often goes undetected and untreated 
among older adults, aging and disability 
makes the body more vulnerable to the ef-
fects of alcohol and drugs, further exacer-
bating other age-related health problems. 
Medicare coverage for addiction treatment 
of the elderly needs to recognize these spe-
cial vulnerabilities. 

(7) The disabled are another population re-
ceiving inadequate mental health care 
through medicare. According to the Health 
Care Financing Administration, medicare is 
the primary health care coverage for the 
5,000,000 non-elderly, disabled people on So-
cial Security Disability Insurance. Up to 40 
percent of these individuals have a diagnosis 
of mental illness. 

(8) The current medicare benefit structure 
discriminates against the millions of Ameri-
cans who suffer from mental illness and 
maintains an outdated bias toward institu-
tionally based service delivery. According to 
the report of the Surgeon General on mental 
health for 1999, intensive outpatient services, 
such as psychiatric rehabilitation and asser-
tive community treatment, represent state- 
of-the-art mental health services. These evi-
dence-based community support services 
help people with psychiatric disabilities im-
prove their ability to function in the com-
munity and reduce hospitalization rates by 
30 to 60 percent, even for people with the 
most severe mental illnesses. 

TITLE I—ESTABLISHING PARITY FOR 
MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES 

SEC. 101. ELIMINATION OF LIFETIME LIMIT ON 
INPATIENT MENTAL HEALTH SERV-
ICES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1812 of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395d) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 
(A) by adding ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-

graph (1); 
(B) by striking ‘‘; and’’ at the end of para-

graph (2); and 
(C) by striking paragraph (3); and 
(2) by striking subsection (c). 
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 

made by subsection (a) shall apply to items 
and services furnished on or after January 1, 
2002. 
SEC. 102. PARITY IN TREATMENT FOR OUT-

PATIENT MENTAL HEALTH SERV-
ICES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1833 of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395l) is amended by 
striking subsection (c). 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to items 
and services furnished on or after January 1, 
2002. 
TITLE II—EXPANDING COVERAGE OF 

COMMUNITY-BASED MENTAL HEALTH 
SERVICES 

SEC. 201. COVERAGE OF INTENSIVE RESIDENTIAL 
SERVICES. 

(a) COVERAGE UNDER PART A.—Section 
1812(a) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395d(a)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (3); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (4) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 
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(3) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
‘‘(5) intensive residential services (as de-

fined in section 1861(ww)) furnished to an in-
dividual for up to 120 days during any cal-
endar year, except that such services may be 
furnished to the individual for additional 
days (not to exceed 20 days) during the year 
if necessary for the individual to complete a 
course of treatment.’’. 

(b) SERVICES DESCRIBED.—Section 1861 of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395x), as 
amended by sections 102(b) and 105(b) of the 
Medicare, Medicaid, and SCHIP Benefits Im-
provement and Protection Act of 2000, as en-
acted into law by section 1(a)(6) of Public 
Law 106–554, is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

‘‘Intensive Residential Services 
‘‘(ww)(1) Subject to paragraphs (3) and (4), 

the term ‘intensive residential services’ 
means a program of residential services (de-
scribed in paragraph (2)) that is— 

‘‘(A) prescribed by a physician for an indi-
vidual entitled to benefits under part A who 
is under the care of the physician; and 

‘‘(B) furnished under the supervision of a 
physician pursuant to an individualized, 
written plan of treatment established and 
periodically reviewed by a physician (in con-
sultation with appropriate staff partici-
pating in such services), which plan sets 
forth— 

‘‘(i) the individual’s diagnosis, 
‘‘(ii) the type, amount, frequency, and du-

ration of the items and services provided 
under the plan, and 

‘‘(iii) the goals for treatment under the 
plan. 

In the case of such an individual who is re-
ceiving qualified psychologist services (as 
defined in subsection (ii)), the individual 
may be under the care of the clinical psy-
chologist with respect to such services under 
this subsection to the extent permitted 
under State law. 

‘‘(2) The program of residential services de-
scribed in this paragraph is a nonhospital- 
based community residential program that 
furnishes acute mental health services or 
substance abuse services, or both, on a 24- 
hour basis. Such services shall include treat-
ment planning and development, medication 
management, case management, crisis inter-
vention, individual therapy, group therapy, 
and detoxification services. Such services 
shall be furnished in any of the following fa-
cilities: 

‘‘(A) Crisis residential programs or mental 
illness residential treatment programs. 

‘‘(B) Therapeutic family or group treat-
ment homes. 

‘‘(C) Residential detoxification centers. 
‘‘(D) Residential centers for substance 

abuse treatment. 
‘‘(3) No service may be treated as an inten-

sive residential service under paragraph (1) 
unless the facility at which the service is 
provided— 

‘‘(A) is legally authorized to provide such 
service under the law of the State (or under 
a State regulatory mechanism provided by 
State law) in which the facility is located or 
meets such certification requirements that 
the Secretary may impose; and 

‘‘(B) meets such other requirements as the 
Secretary may impose to assure the quality 
of the intensive residential services pro-
vided. 

‘‘(4) No service may be treated as an inten-
sive residential service under paragraph (1) 
unless the service is furnished in accordance 
with standards established by the Secretary 
for the management of such services.’’. 

(c) AMOUNT OF PAYMENT.—Section 1814 of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395f) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (b) in the matter pre-
ceding paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘other 
than intensive residential services,’’ after 
‘‘hospice care,’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 
‘‘Payment for Intensive Residential Services 

‘‘(m)(1) The amount of payment under this 
part for intensive residential services under 
section 1812(a)(5) shall be equal to an amount 
specified under a prospective payment sys-
tem established by the Secretary, taking 
into account the prospective payment sys-
tem to be established for psychiatric hos-
pitals under section 124 of the Medicare, 
Medicaid, and SCHIP Balanced Budget Re-
finement Act of 1999 (113 Stat. 1501A–332), as 
enacted into law by section 1000(a)(6) of Pub-
lic Law 106–113. 

‘‘(2) Prior to the date on which the Sec-
retary implements the prospective payment 
system established under paragraph (1), the 
amount of payment under this part for such 
intensive residential services is the reason-
able costs of providing such services.’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to items 
and services furnished on or after January 1, 
2002. 
SEC. 202. COVERAGE OF INTENSIVE OUTPATIENT 

SERVICES. 
(a) COVERAGE.—Section 1832(a)(2) of the So-

cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395k(a)(2)) is 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (I), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(2) in subparagraph (J), by striking the pe-
riod and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

‘‘(K) intensive outpatient services (as de-
scribed in section 1861(xx)).’’. 

(b) SERVICES DESCRIBED.—Section 1861 of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395x), as 
amended by section 202(b), is further amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

‘‘Intensive Outpatient Services 
‘‘(xx)(1) The term ‘intensive outpatient 

services’ means the items and services de-
scribed in paragraph (2) prescribed by a phy-
sician and provided within the context de-
scribed in paragraph (3) under the super-
vision of a physician (or, to the extent per-
mitted under the law of the State in which 
the services are furnished, a non-physician 
mental health professional) pursuant to an 
individualized, written plan of treatment es-
tablished by a physician and is reviewed pe-
riodically by a physician or, to the extent 
permitted under the laws of the State in 
which the services are furnished, a non-phy-
sician mental health professional (in con-
sultation with appropriate staff partici-
pating in such services), which plan sets 
forth the patient’s diagnosis, the type, 
amount, frequency, and duration of the 
items and services provided under the plan, 
and the goals for treatment under the plan. 

‘‘(2)(A) The items and services described in 
this paragraph the items and services de-
scribed in subparagraph (B) that are reason-
able and necessary for the diagnosis or treat-
ment of the individual’s condition, reason-
ably expected to improve or maintain the in-
dividual’s condition and functional level and 
to prevent relapse or hospitalization, and 
furnished pursuant to such guidelines relat-
ing to frequency and duration of services as 
the Secretary shall by regulation establish 
(taking into account accepted norms of clin-
ical practice). 

‘‘(B) For purposes of subparagraph (A), the 
items and services described in this para-
graph are as follows: 

‘‘(i) Psychiatric rehabilitation. 
‘‘(ii) Assertive community treatment. 

‘‘(iii) Intensive case management. 
‘‘(iv) Day treatment for individuals under 

21 years of age. 
‘‘(v) Ambulatory detoxification. 
‘‘(vi) Such other items and services as the 

Secretary may provide (but in no event to 
include meals and transportation). 

‘‘(3) The context described in this para-
graph for the provision of intensive out-
patient services is as follows: 

‘‘(A) Such services are furnished in a facil-
ity, home, or community setting. 

‘‘(B) Such services are furnished— 
‘‘(i) to assist the individual to compensate 

for, or eliminate, functional deficits and 
interpersonal and environmental barriers 
created by the disability; and 

‘‘(ii) to restore skills to the individual for 
independent living, socialization, and effec-
tive life management. 

‘‘(C) Such services are furnished by an indi-
vidual or entity that— 

‘‘(i) is legally authorized to furnish such 
services under State law (or the State regu-
latory mechanism provided by State law) or 
meets such certification requirements that 
the Secretary may impose; and 

‘‘(ii) meets such other requirements as the 
Secretary may impose to assure the quality 
of the intensive outpatient services pro-
vided.’’. 

(c) PAYMENT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—With respect to intensive 

outpatient services (as defined in section 
1861(xx)(1) of the Social Security Act (as 
added by subsection (b)) furnished under the 
medicare program, the amount of payment 
under such Act for such services shall be 80 
percent of— 

(A) during 2002 and 2003, the reasonable 
costs of furnishing such services; and 

(B) on or after January 1, 2004, the amount 
of payment established for such services 
under the prospective payment system estab-
lished by the Secretary under paragraph (2) 
for such services. 

(2) ESTABLISHMENT OF PPS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—With respect to intensive 

outpatient services (as defined in section 
1861(xx)(1) of the Social Security Act (as 
added by subsection (b)) furnished under the 
medicare program on or after January 1, 
2004, the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services shall establish a prospective pay-
ment system for payment for such services. 
Such system shall include an adequate pa-
tient classification system that reflects the 
differences in patient resource use and costs, 
shall provide for an annual update to the 
rates of payment established under the sys-
tem. 

(B) ADJUSTMENTS.—In establishing the sys-
tem under subparagraph (A), the Secretary 
shall provide for adjustments in the prospec-
tive payment amount for variations in wage 
and wage-related costs, case mix, and such 
other factors as the Secretary determines 
appropriate. 

(C) COLLECTION OF DATA AND EVALUATION.— 
In developing the system described in sub-
paragraph (A), the Secretary may require 
providers of services under the medicare pro-
gram to submit such information to the Sec-
retary as the Secretary may require to de-
velop the system, including the most re-
cently available data. 

(D) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
October 1 of each of 2002 and 2003, the Sec-
retary shall submit to Congress a report on 
the progress of the Secretary in establishing 
the prospective payment system under this 
paragraph. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—(1) Section 
1835(a)(2) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395n(a)(2)) is amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (E), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 
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(B) in subparagraph (F), by striking the pe-

riod and inserting ‘‘; and 
(C) by inserting after subparagraph (F) the 

following new subparagraph: 
‘‘(G) in the case of intensive outpatient 

services, (i) that those services are reason-
ably expected to improve or maintain the in-
dividual’s condition and functional level and 
to prevent relapse or hospitalization, (ii) an 
individualized, written plan for furnishing 
such services has been established by a phy-
sician and is reviewed periodically by a phy-
sician or, to the extent permitted under the 
laws of the State in which the services are 
furnished, a non-physician mental health 
professional, and (iii) such services are or 
were furnished while the individual is or was 
under the care of a physician or, to the ex-
tent permitted under the law of the State in 
which the services are furnished, a non-phy-
sician mental health professional.’’. 

(2) Section 1861(s)(2)(B) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395x(s)(2)(B)) is amended by inserting 
‘‘and intensive outpatient services’’ after 
‘‘partial hospitalization services’’. 

(3) Section 1861(ff)(1) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395x(ff)(1)) is amended— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘or, to the extent per-
mitted under the law of the State in which 
the services are furnished, a non-physician 
mental health professional,’’ after ‘‘under 
the supervision of a physician’’ and after 
‘‘periodically reviewed by a physician’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘physician’s’’ and inserting 
‘‘patient’s’’. 

(4) Section 1861(cc) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395x(cc)) is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘physi-
cian—’’ and inserting ‘‘physician or, to the 
extent permitted under the law of the State 
in which the services are furnished, a non- 
physician mental health professional—’’ and 

(B) in paragraph (2)(E), by inserting before 
the semicolon the following: ‘‘, except that a 
patient receiving social and psychological 
services under paragraph (1)(D) may be under 
the care of a non-physician mental health 
professional with respect to such services to 
the extent permitted under the law of the 
State in which the services are furnished’’. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to items 
and services furnished on or after January 1, 
2002. 
TITLE III—IMPROVING BENEFICIARY AC-

CESS TO MEDICARE-COVERED SERV-
ICES 

SEC. 301. EXCLUDING CLINICAL SOCIAL WORKER 
SERVICES FROM COVERAGE UNDER 
THE MEDICARE SKILLED NURSING 
FACILITY PROSPECTIVE PAYMENT 
SYSTEM AND CONSOLIDATED PAY-
MENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1888(e)(2)(A)(ii) of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395yy(e)(2)(A)(ii)) is amended by inserting 
‘‘clinical social worker services,’’ after 
‘‘qualified psychologist services,’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
1861(hh)(2) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395x(hh)(2)) is amended by striking 
‘‘and other than services furnished to an in-
patient of a skilled nursing facility which 
the facility is required to provide as a re-
quirement for participation’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to items 
and services furnished on or after January 1, 
2002. 
SEC. 302. COVERAGE OF MARRIAGE AND FAMILY 

THERAPIST SERVICES. 
(a) COVERAGE OF SERVICES.—Section 

1861(s)(2) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395x(s)(2)), as amended by sections 
102(a) and 105(a) of the Medicare, Medicaid, 
and SCHIP Benefits Improvement and Pro-
tection Act of 2000, as enacted into law by 
section 1(a)(6) of Public Law 106–554, is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (U); 

(2) by inserting ‘‘and’’ at the end of sub-
paragraph (V); and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

‘‘(W) marriage and family therapist serv-
ices (as defined in subsection (yy));’’. 

(b) DEFINITION.—Section 1861 of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395x), as amended by 
sections 201(b) and 202(b), is further amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘Marriage and Family Therapist Services 
‘‘(yy)(1) The term ‘marriage and family 

therapist services’ means services performed 
by a marriage and family therapist (as de-
fined in paragraph (2)) for the diagnosis and 
treatment of mental illnesses, which the 
marriage and family therapist is legally au-
thorized to perform under State law (or the 
State regulatory mechanism provided by 
State law) of the State in which such serv-
ices are performed provided such services are 
covered under this title, as would otherwise 
be covered if furnished by a physician or as 
incident to a physician’s professional serv-
ice, but only if no facility or other provider 
charges or is paid any amounts with respect 
to the furnishing of such services. 

‘‘(2) The term ‘marriage and family thera-
pist’ means an individual who— 

‘‘(A) possesses a master’s or doctoral de-
gree which qualifies for licensure or certifi-
cation as a marriage and family therapist 
pursuant to State law; 

‘‘(B) after obtaining such degree has per-
formed at least two years of clinical super-
vised experience in marriage and family 
therapy; and 

‘‘(C) is licensed or certified as a marriage 
and family therapist in the State in which 
marriage and family therapist services are 
performed.’’. 

(c) PROVISION FOR PAYMENT UNDER PART 
B.—Section 1832(a)(2)(B) of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1395k(a)(2)(B)) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

‘‘(v) marriage and family therapist serv-
ices;’’. 

(d) AMOUNT OF PAYMENT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1833(a)(1) of the 

Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395l(a)(1)), as 
amended by sections 105(c) and 223(c) of the 
Medicare, Medicaid, and SCHIP Benefits Im-
provement and Protection Act of 2000, as en-
acted into law by section 1(a)(6) of Public 
Law 106–554, is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ before ‘‘(U)’’; and 
(B) by inserting before the semicolon at 

the end the following: ‘‘, and (V) with respect 
to marriage and family therapist services 
under section 1861(s)(2)(W), the amounts paid 
shall be 80 percent of the lesser of (i) the ac-
tual charge for the services or (ii) 75 percent 
of the amount determined for payment of a 
psychologist under clause (L)’’. 

(2) DEVELOPMENT OF CRITERIA WITH RESPECT 
TO CONSULTATION WITH A PHYSICIAN.—The 
Secretary of Health and Human Services 
shall, taking into consideration concerns for 
patient confidentiality, develop criteria with 
respect to payment for marriage and family 
therapist services for which payment may be 
made directly to the marriage and family 
therapist under part B of title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act under which such a ther-
apist must agree to consult with a patient’s 
attending or primary care physician in ac-
cordance with such criteria. 

(e) EXCLUSION OF MARRIAGE AND FAMILY 
THERAPIST SERVICES FROM SKILLED NURSING 
FACILITY PROSPECTIVE PAYMENT SYSTEM.— 
Section 1888(e)(2)(A)(ii) of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1395yy(e)(2)(A)(ii)), as 
amended in section 301(a), is further amend-

ed by inserting ‘‘marriage and family thera-
pist services (as defined in subsection 
(yy)(1)),’’ after ‘‘clinical social worker serv-
ices,’’. 

(f) COVERAGE OF MARRIAGE AND FAMILY 
THERAPIST SERVICES PROVIDED IN RURAL 
HEALTH CLINICS AND FEDERALLY QUALIFIED 
HEALTH CENTERS.—Section 1861(aa)(1)(B) of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395x(aa)(1)(B)) is amended by striking ‘‘or 
by a clinical social worker (as defined in sub-
section (hh)(1)),,’’ and inserting ‘‘, by a clin-
ical social worker (as defined in subsection 
(hh)(1)), or by a marriage and family thera-
pist (as defined in subsection (yy)(2)),’’. 

(g) INCLUSION OF MARRIAGE AND FAMILY 
THERAPISTS AS PRACTITIONERS FOR ASSIGN-
MENT OF CLAIMS.—Section 1842(b)(18(C) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395u(b)(18)(C)), as amended by section 105(d) 
of the Medicare, Medicaid, and SCHIP Bene-
fits Improvement and Protection Act of 2000, 
as enacted into law by section 1(a)(6) of Pub-
lic Law 106–554, is amended by adding at the 
end the following new clause: 

‘‘(vii) A marriage and family therapist (as 
defined in section 1861(yy)(2)).’’. 

(h) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to items 
and services furnished on or after January 1, 
2002. 
SEC. 303. COVERAGE OF MENTAL HEALTH COUN-

SELOR SERVICES. 
(a) COVERAGE OF SERVICES.—Section 

1861(s)(2) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395x(s)(2)), as amended in section 
302(a), is further amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (V); 

(2) by inserting ‘‘and’’ at the end of sub-
paragraph (W); and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

‘‘(X) mental health counselor services (as 
defined in subsection (zz)(2));’’. 

(b) DEFINITION.—Section 1861 of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395x), as amended by 
sections 201(b), 202(b), and 302(b), is further 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘Mental Health Counselor; Mental Health 
Counselor Services 

‘‘(zz)(1) The term ‘mental health counselor’ 
means an individual who— 

‘‘(A) possesses a master’s or doctor’s de-
gree in mental health counseling or a related 
field; 

‘‘(B) after obtaining such a degree has per-
formed at least 2 years of supervised mental 
health counselor practice; and 

‘‘(C) is licensed or certified as a mental 
health counselor or professional counselor by 
the State in which the services are per-
formed. 

‘‘(2) The term ‘mental health counselor 
services’ means services performed by a men-
tal health counselor (as defined in paragraph 
(1)) for the diagnosis and treatment of men-
tal illnesses which the mental health coun-
selor is legally authorized to perform under 
State law (or the State regulatory mecha-
nism provided by the State law) of the State 
in which such services are performed pro-
vided such services are covered under this 
title as would otherwise be covered if fur-
nished by a physician or as incident to a 
physician’s professional service, but only if 
no facility or other provider charges or is 
paid any amounts with respect to the fur-
nishing of such services.’’. 

(c) PAYMENT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1833(a)(1) of the 

Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 13951(a)(1)), as 
amended by section 302(d), is further amend-
ed— 

(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ before ‘‘(V)’’; and 
(B) by inserting before the semicolon at 

the end the following: ‘‘, and (W) with re-
spect to mental health counselor services 
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under section 1861(s)(2)(X), the amounts paid 
shall be 80 percent of the lesser of (i) the ac-
tual charge for the services or (ii) 75 percent 
of the amount determined for payment of a 
psychologist under clause (L)’’. 

(2) DEVELOPMENT OF CRITERIA WITH RESPECT 
TO CONSULTATION WITH A PHYSICIAN.—The 
Secretary of Health and Human Services 
shall, taking into consideration concerns for 
patient confidentiality, develop criteria with 
respect to payment for mental health coun-
selor services for which payment may be 
made directly to the mental health coun-
selor under part B of title XVIII of the Social 
Security Act under which such a counselor 
must agree to consult with a patient’s at-
tending or primary care physician in accord-
ance with such criteria. 

(d) EXCLUSION OF MENTAL HEALTH COUN-
SELOR SERVICES FROM SKILLED NURSING FA-
CILITY PROSPECTIVE PAYMENT SYSTEM.—Sec-
tion 1888(e)(2)(A)(ii) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1395yy(e)(2)(A)(ii)), as amended 
by sections 301(a) and 302(e), is further 
amended by inserting ‘‘mental health coun-
selor services (as defined in section 
1861(zz)(2)),’’ after ‘‘marriage and family 
therapist services (as defined in subsection 
(yy)(1)),’’. 

(e) COVERAGE OF MENTAL HEALTH COUN-
SELOR SERVICES PROVIDED IN RURAL HEALTH 
CLINICS AND FEDERALLY QUALIFIED HEALTH 
CENTERS.—Section 1861(aa)(1)(B) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395x(aa)(1)(B)), 
as amended by section 302(f), is further 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘or’’ before ‘‘marriage and 
family therapist services’’; and 

(2) by inserting ‘‘or mental health coun-
selor services (as defined in section 
1861(zz)(2)),’’ after ‘‘marriage and family 
therapist services (as defined in subsection 
(yy)(1)),’’. 

(f) INCLUSION OF MENTAL HEALTH COUN-
SELORS AS PRACTITIONERS FOR ASSIGNMENT OF 
CLAIMS.—Section 1842(b)(18)(C) of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395u(b)(18)(C)), as 
amended by section 302(g), is further amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

‘‘(viii) A mental health counselor (as de-
fined in section 1861(zz)(1)).’’. 

(g) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to items 
and services furnished on or after January 1, 
2002. 
SEC. 304. STUDY OF COVERAGE CRITERIA FOR 

ALZHEIMER’S DISEASE AND RE-
LATED MENTAL ILLNESSES. 

(a) STUDY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health 

and Human Services (in this section referred 
to as the ‘‘Secretary’’) shall conduct a study 
to determine whether the criteria for cov-
erage of any therapy service (including occu-
pational therapy services and physical ther-
apy services) or any outpatient mental 
health care service under the medicare pro-
gram under title XVIII of the Social Secu-
rity Act unduly restricts the access of any 
medicare beneficiary who has been diagnosed 
with Alzheimer’s disease or a related mental 
illness to such a service because the cov-
erage criteria requires the medicare bene-
ficiary to display continuing clinical im-
provement to continue to receive the serv-
ice. 

(2) DETERMINATION OF NEW COVERAGE CRI-
TERIA.—If the Secretary determines that the 
coverage criteria described in paragraph (1) 
unduly restricts the access of any medicare 
beneficiary to the services described in such 
paragraph, the Secretary shall identify alter-
native coverage criteria that would permit a 
medicare beneficiary who has been diagnosed 
with Alzheimer’s disease or a related mental 
illness to receive coverage for health care 
services under the medicare program that 

are designed to control symptoms, maintain 
functional capabilities, reduce or deter dete-
rioration, and prevent or reduce hospitaliza-
tion of the beneficiary. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary shall submit to the committees of ju-
risdiction of Congress a report on the study 
conducted under subsection (a) together with 
such recommendations for legislative and 
administrative action as the Secretary de-
termines appropriate. 

By Mr. REID (for himself and Mr. 
ENSIGN): 

S. 691. A bill to direct the Secretary 
of Agriculture to convey certain land 
in the Lake Tahoe Basin Management 
Unit, Nevada, to the Secretary of the 
Interior, in trust for the Washoe Indian 
Tribe of Nevada and California; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I rise today 
to introduce the Washoe Tribe Lake 
Tahoe Access Act. 

I introduced this bill in the 106th 
Congress, and it passed in the Senate 
with unanimous consent. The bill sub-
sequently passed the House with unre-
lated amendments. Unfortunately, due 
to a shortage of time, the two versions 
of the bill were never reconciled and 
neither version became law. Although 
the bill was introduced just last year, 
it has a much longer history to it. In 
1997, I help convene a Presidential 
Forum to discuss the future of the 
Lake Tahoe basin. A diverse group of 
Federal, State, and local government 
leaders addressed the challenges facing 
the extraordinary natural, rec-
reational, and ecological resources of 
the Lake Tahoe region. Goals and an 
action plan developed during the Lake 
Tahoe Forum were codified as ‘‘Presi-
dential Forum Deliverables’’. These 
Deliverables include a commitment to 
support the traditional and customary 
use of the Lake Tahoe basin by the 
Washoe Tribe. Perhaps, most impor-
tantly, the Deliverables include a pro-
vision designed to provide the Washoe 
Tribe access to the shore of Lake 
Tahoe for cultural purposes. 

The ancestral homeland of the 
Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California 
included an area of over 5,000 square 
miles in and around the Lake Tahoe 
basin. The purpose of this Act is to en-
sure that the members of the Washoe 
Tribe have the opportunity to engage 
in traditional and customary cultural 
practices on the shore of Lake Tahoe 
including spiritual renewal, land stew-
ardship, Washoe horticultural and 
ethno-botany, subsistence gathering, 
traditional learning, and reunification 
of tribal and family bonds forever. The 
parties that participated in the Lake 
Tahoe Presidential Forum endorsed 
this important bill, and nearly four 
years later, the concept embodied by 
this bill continues to enjoy broad sup-
port. For example, the Lake Tahoe 
Gaming Alliance had indicated its sup-
port for this bill. The lands conveyed 
by this bill to the Washoe Tribe would 
be managed in accordance with the 
Lake Tahoe Regional Plan, and would 

not preclude or hinder public access 
around the lake. 

This act will convey 24.3 acres from 
the Secretary of Agriculture to the 
Secretary of the Interior to be held in 
trust for the Washoe Tribe. This is land 
located within the Lake Tahoe Man-
agement Unit north of Skunk Harbor, 
Nevada. The land in question would be 
conveyed with the expectation that it 
would be used for traditional and cus-
tomary uses, and stewardship con-
servation of the Washoe Tribe, and will 
not permit any commercial use. The 
provision of this bill prohibiting devel-
opment of this land was specifically re-
quested by leaders of the Washoe Tribe. 
The bill provides that if the Tribe at-
tempts to exploit the land for any com-
mercial development purpose, title to 
the land will revert to the Secretary of 
Agriculture. Again this is a safeguard, 
not just agreed to by the Washoe Tribe, 
but suggested by them. Finally, I 
would like to highlight the fact that 
Senator ENSIGN of Nevada joins me 
today to introduce this important bill. 
I know that Senator ENSIGN values the 
wonders of Lake Tahoe, and his sup-
port for this bill will help ensure that 
the Washoe Tribe will one day call the 
shores of Lake Tahoe home once again. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 691 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. WASHOE TRIBE LAND CONVEYANCE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) the ancestral homeland of the Washoe 

Tribe of Nevada and California (referred to 
in this Act as the ‘‘Tribe’’) included an area 
of approximately 5,000 square miles in and 
around Lake Tahoe, California and Nevada, 
and Lake Tahoe was the heart of the terri-
tory; 

(2) in 1997, Federal, State, and local gov-
ernments, together with many private land-
holders, recognized the Washoe people as in-
digenous people of Lake Tahoe Basin 
through a series of meetings convened by 
those governments at 2 locations in Lake 
Tahoe; 

(3) the meetings were held to address pro-
tection of the extraordinary natural, rec-
reational, and ecological resources in the 
Lake Tahoe region; 

(4) the resulting multiagency agreement 
includes objectives that support the tradi-
tional and customary uses of National For-
est System land by the Tribe; and 

(5) those objectives include the provision of 
access by members of the Tribe to the shore 
of Lake Tahoe in order to reestablish tradi-
tional and customary cultural practices. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act 
are— 

(1) to implement the joint local, State, 
tribal, and Federal objective of returning the 
Tribe to Lake Tahoe; and 

(2) to ensure that members of the Tribe 
have the opportunity to engage in tradi-
tional and customary cultural practices on 
the shore of Lake Tahoe to meet the needs of 
spiritual renewal, land stewardship, Washoe 
horticulture and ethnobotany, subsistence 
gathering, traditional learning, and reunifi-
cation of tribal and family bonds. 
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(c) CONVEYANCE ON CONDITION SUBSE-

QUENT.—Subject to valid existing rights, the 
easement reserved under subsection (d), and 
the condition stated in subsection (e), the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall convey to the 
Secretary of the Interior, in trust for the 
Tribe, for no consideration, all right, title, 
and interest in the parcel of land comprising 
approximately 24.3 acres, located within the 
Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit north 
of Skunk Harbor, Nevada, and more particu-
larly described as Mount Diablo Meridian, 
T15N, R18E, section 27, lot 3. 

(d) EASEMENT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The conveyance under 

subsection (c) shall be made subject to res-
ervation to the United States of a nonexclu-
sive easement for public and administrative 
access over Forest Development Road #15N67 
to National Forest System land, to be ad-
ministered by the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(2) ACCESS BY INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABIL-
ITIES.—The Secretary of Agriculture shall 
provide a reciprocal easement to the Tribe 
permitting vehicular access to the parcel 
over Forest Development Road #15N67 to— 

(A) members of the Tribe for administra-
tive and safety purposes; and 

(B) members of the Tribe who, due to age, 
infirmity, or disability, would have dif-
ficulty accessing the conveyed parcel on 
foot. 

(e) CONDITION ON USE OF LAND.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—In using the parcel con-

veyed under subsection (c), the Tribe and 
members of the Tribe— 

(A) shall limit the use of the parcel to tra-
ditional and customary uses and stewardship 
conservation for the benefit of the Tribe; 

(B) shall not permit any permanent resi-
dential or recreational development on, or 
commercial use of, the parcel (including 
commercial development, tourist accom-
modations, gaming, sale of timber, or min-
eral extraction); and 

(C) shall comply with environmental re-
quirements that are no less protective than 
environmental requirements that apply 
under the Regional Plan of the Tahoe Re-
gional Planning Agency. 

(2) TERMINATION AND REVERSION.—If the 
Secretary of the Interior, after notice to the 
Tribe and an opportunity for a hearing, 
based on monitoring of use of the parcel by 
the Tribe, makes a finding that the Tribe has 
used or permitted the use of the parcel in 
violation of paragraph (1) and the Tribe fails 
to take corrective or remedial action di-
rected by the Secretary of the Interior— 

(A) title to the parcel in the Secretary of 
the Interior, in trust for the Tribe, shall ter-
minate; and 

(B) title to the parcel shall revert to the 
Secretary of Agriculture. 

By Mr. HELMS: 
S. 692. A bill to issue a certificate of 

documentation for the vessel Eagle: to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, today I 
sending to the desk S. 692, a bill that 
would grant a waiver of the so-called 
Jones Act to the Scour Barge Eagle, a 
ship owned by the State of North Caro-
lina. Enactment of this essential legis-
lation will enable the Eagle to clear silt 
buildup on the river bottom along the 
dock and wharf facilities of the North 
Carolina State Ports Authority. 

The Scour Barge Eagle is an old U.S. 
Army barge outfitted with a pump and 
pipe system, commonly known as a 
‘‘scour jet.’’ The ship directs pressured 
water at silt build-up points along 

areas adjacent to the docking facilities 
of the North Carolina State Ports Au-
thority in Wilmington. Proper drafts at 
berths along the docking facilities 
must be maintained in order for ships 
to on-load and off-load cargo, espe-
cially bulk cargos. 

While it is clearly documented that 
the Scour Barge Eagle was built by 
Peden Steel Company in Raleigh, 
around 1943, this legislation is never-
theless essential because the State of 
North Carolina is unable to establish a 
continuous title chain. In the past Con-
gress has passed similar legislation to 
grant Jones Act waivers so that simi-
lar vessels could operate in the coast-
wise trades. 

Mr. President, a bill identical to the 
one I’m offering today was incor-
porated into S. 1089, the Coast Guard 
Authorization Act of 2000, which the 
Senate approved by unanimous consent 
last year. The House failed to pass the 
Senate bill, making it necessary to re- 
introduce this bill as I am doing today. 

I do hope that the Senate will swiftly 
adopt this legislation. I ask unanimous 
consent that a copy of the text of this 
bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 692 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. CERTIFICATE OF DOCUMENTATION 

FOR THE EAGLE. 
Notwithstanding section 27 of the Mer-

chant Marine Act, 1920 (46 U.S.C. App. 883), 
chapter 121 of title 46, United States Code, 
and section 1 of the Act of May 28, 1906 (46 
U.S.C. App. 292), the Secretary of Transpor-
tation shall issue a certificate of documenta-
tion with appropriate endorsement for em-
ployment in the coastwise trade for the ves-
sel EAGLE (hull number BK–1754, United 
States official number 1091389) if the vessel— 

(1) is owned by a State, a political subdivi-
sion of a State, or a public authority char-
tered by a State; 

(2) if chartered, is chartered to a State, a 
political subdivision of a State, or a public 
authority chartered by a State; 

(3) is operated only in conjunction with— 
(A) scour jet operations; or 
(B) dredging services adjacent to facilities 

owned by the State, political subdivision, or 
public authority; and 

(4) is externally identified clearly as a ves-
sel of that State, subdivision, or authority. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, 
Mr. BREAUX, and Mr. BURNS): 

S. 693. A bill to amend the Social Se-
curity Act to provide additional safe-
guards for beneficiaries with represent-
ative payees under the Old-Age, Sur-
vivors, and Disability Insurance pro-
gram or the Supplemental Security In-
come program; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation aimed at 
protecting Social Security benefits of 
some of the most vulnerable people in 
our society. 

Today, I am introducing, along with 
my colleagues Senator BREAUX and 
Senator BURNS, the Social Security 

Beneficiaries Protection Act of 2001. 
This legislation, identical to legisla-
tion introduced in the 106th Congress, 
is meant to provide additional safe-
guards for beneficiaries with organiza-
tional representative payees. Some-
times, beneficiaries are not capable of 
managing their benefits on their own. 
Usually, in these situations, a family 
member or close friend manages their 
benefits for them. However, there are 
those who, for whatever reason, don’t 
have family or friends who are able to 
act as the representative payee. In 
those cases an organizational rep-
resentative payee can handle their ben-
efit checks. 

Approximately, 750,000 Social Secu-
rity beneficiaries have an organization 
handling their monthly checks. These 
organizations include social service 
agencies, banks and hospitals. Most of 
these organizations provide a much 
needed service. 

However, in the spring of last year, 
the Senate Special Committee on 
Aging, which I chaired at the time, 
held a hearing examining the fraudu-
lent misuse of benefits by some organi-
zational representative payees. The 
hearing highlighted the findings of an 
investigation conducted by the Social 
Security Administration’s, SSA, Office 
of Inspector General, OIG. James Huse, 
Inspector General for SSA testified 
that since fiscal year 1998 the Social 
Security Administration has identified 
over $7.5 million in losses to bene-
ficiaries. In several of those cases, hun-
dreds of individuals were victims of se-
vere abuses by organizational rep-
resentative payees. 

Another witness at the hearing, Ms. 
Betty Byrd testified to the hardship 
that is placed on a beneficiary who is 
the victim of a dishonest representa-
tive payee. Ms. Byrd was 70 years old 
and required a representative payee be-
cause of an extended hospital stay 100 
miles from her home, followed by 
placement in an assisted living facil-
ity. Her fee-for-service organizational 
representative payee, Greg Gamble, 
was responsible for collecting Ms. 
Byrd’s benefits and paying her utility 
bills, medical expenses, and rent. How-
ever, Mr. Gamble had his own ideas for 
how to spend Ms. Byrd’s money. He 
stopped paying her rent and as a result 
she was forced to sell her trailer. The 
power was turned off because he 
stopped paying her utility bills. Her 
care facility informed her that Mr. 
Gamble was several months behind on 
her payments. The nursing home 
threatened to evict her. In her own 
words she was left, ‘‘almost homeless, 
without medical care, and in serious fi-
nancial trouble.’’ Mr. Gamble was 
caught and pled guilty to using his cli-
ents’ benefits for his own purposes. He 
has agreed to pay back $303,314. 

The primary purpose of this legisla-
tion, which is based on recommenda-
tions by Social Security Administra-
tion Office of Inspector General, is to 
provide immediate relief to victims of 
representative payee fraud. By pro-
viding SSA with the authority to re- 
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issue benefits victims would be made 
whole again. 

This legislation would also provide 
for additional accountability by payees 
to the SSA in an effort to prevent 
abuses from taking place in the future. 
While the Social Security Administra-
tion does have a selection process in 
place, it needs strengthening. 

The Social Security Beneficiaries 
Protection Act of 2001 would require 
that non-governmental fee-for-service 
organizational representative payees 
be licensed and bonded. Under current 
law, an organization representative 
payee is only required to get one or the 
other. 

For any month in which the Social 
Security Commissioner or the courts 
have determined that an organiza-
tional representative payee misused all 
or part of an individual’s benefits he or 
she would be required to forfeit the 
fees. The legislation would also make 
the representative payee liable for any 
misused benefits. 

Ms. Byrd’s story demonstrates there 
is a need for stronger safeguards to 
protect the elderly and disabled who 
require an organizational representa-
tive payee. I urge my colleagues to co-
sponsor this important legislation and 
help protect the most vulnerable So-
cial Security beneficiaries. 

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. 
BENNETT, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. 
DODD, Mr. COCHRAN, Mrs. LIN-
COLN, Mr. REID, and Mr. DOMEN-
ICI): 

S. 694. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide that a 
deduction equal to fair market value 
shall be allowed for charitable con-
tributions of literary, musical, artistic, 
or scholarly compositions created by 
the donor; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation, the Art-
ist-Museum Partnership Act, to enable 
our country to keep cherished art 
works in the United States and to pre-
serve them in our public institutions, 
while erasing an inequity in our tax 
code that currently serves as a dis-
incentive for artists to donate their 
works to museums and libraries. This 
is the same bill I introduced last year 
with my colleagues Senator BENNETT 
and Senator LIEBERMAN. I would like to 
thank them for their leadership in this 
area and also to thank Senators DODD, 
COCHRAN, LINCOLN, REID, and DOMENICI 
for cosponsoring this bipartisan bill. 

In a nutshell, our bill would allow 
artists, writers and composers who do-
nate works to museums and libraries 
to take a tax deduction equal to the 
fair market value of the work. This is 
something that collectors who make 
similar donations are already able to 
do. If we as a nation want to ensure 
that art works created by living artists 
are available to the public in the fu-
ture, for study or for pleasure, it is 
something that artists should be al-
lowed to do as well. Under current law, 

artists who donate self-created works 
are only able to deduct the cost of sup-
plies such as canvas, pen, paper, ink, 
which does not even come close to 
their true value. This is unfair to art-
ists and it hurts museums and librar-
ies, large and small, that are dedicated 
to preserving works for posterity. 

In my State of Vermont, we are in-
credibly proud of the great works pro-
duced by hundreds of local artists who 
choose to live and work in the Green 
Mountain State. Displaying their cre-
ations in museums and libraries helps 
develop a sense of pride among 
Vermonters and strengthens a bond 
with Vermont, its landscape, its beauty 
and its cultural heritage. Anyone who 
has gazed at a painting in a museum or 
examined an original manuscript or 
composition, and has gained a greater 
understanding of both the artist and 
the subject as a result, knows the tre-
mendous value of these works. I would 
like to see more of them, not fewer, 
preserved in Vermont and across the 
country. 

Prior to 1969, artists and collectors 
alike were able to take a deduction 
equivalent to the fair market value of 
a work, but Congress changed the law 
with respect to artists in the Tax Re-
form Act of 1969. Since then, fewer and 
fewer artists have donated their works 
to museums and cultural institutions. 
The sharp decline in donations to the 
Library of Congress clearly illustrates 
this point. Until 1969, the Library of 
Congress received 15 to 20 large gifts of 
manuscripts from authors each year. In 
the four years following the elimi-
nation of the deduction, the library re-
ceived only one such gift. Instead, 
many of these works have been sold to 
private collectors, and are no longer 
available to the general public. 

For example, prior to the enactment 
of the 1969 law, Igor Stravinsky 
planned to donate his papers to the 
Music Division of the Library of Con-
gress. But after the law passed, his pa-
pers were sold instead to a private 
foundation in Switzerland. We can no 
longer afford this massive loss to our 
cultural heritage. This loss was an un-
intended consequence of the tax bill 
that should now be corrected. 

More than 30 years ago, Congress 
changed the law for artists in response 
to the perception that some taxpayers 
were taking advantage of the law by 
inflating the market value of self-cre-
ated works. Since that time, however, 
the government has cut down signifi-
cantly on the abuse of fair market 
value determinations. Under this legis-
lation, artists who donate their own 
paintings, manuscripts, compositions, 
or scholarly compositions, would be 
subject to the same new rules that all 
taxpayer/collectors who donate such 
works must now follow. This includes 
providing relevant information as to 
the value of the gift, providing apprais-
als by qualified appraisers, and, in 
some cases, subjecting them to review 
by the Internal Revenue Service’s Art 
Advisory Panel. 

In addition, donated works must be 
accepted by museums and libraries, 
which often have strict criteria in 
place for works they intend to display. 
The institutions must also certify that 
it intends to put the work to a use that 
is related to the institution’s tax ex-
empt status. For example, a painting 
contributed to an educational institu-
tion must be used by that organization 
for educational purposes. It could not 
be sold by the institution for profit. 
Similarly, a work could not be donated 
to a hospital or other charitable insti-
tution that did not intend to use the 
work in a manner related to the func-
tion constituting the donee’s exemp-
tion under Section 501 of the tax code. 
Finally, the fair market value of the 
work could only be deducted from the 
portion of the artist’s income that has 
come from the sale of similar works, or 
related activities. 

This bill would also correct another 
disparity in the tax treatment of self- 
created works—how the same work is 
treated before and after an artist’s 
death. While living artists may only 
deduct the material costs of donations, 
donations of those same works after 
death are deductible from estate taxes 
at the fair market value of the work. 
In addition, when an artist dies, works 
that are part of his or her estate are 
taxed on the fair market value. 

Last year, the Joint Committee on 
Taxation estimated that our bill would 
cost $48 million over 10 years. This is a 
moderate price to pay for our edu-
cation and the preservation of our cul-
tural heritage. The time has come for 
us to correct an unintended con-
sequence of the 1969 law and encourage 
rather than discourage the donations 
of art works by their creators. This bill 
could, and I believe would, make a crit-
ical difference in an artist’s decision to 
donate his or her work, rather than sell 
it to a private party, where it may be-
come lost to the public forever. 

I want to thank my colleagues again 
for cosponsoring this bipartisan legis-
lation. I also ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the RECORD letters 
from the Association of Art Museum 
Directors, The Museum of Fine Arts, 
Houston, the Theatre Communications 
Group, Inc., and the Whitney Museum 
of American Art in support of this bill. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

WHITNEY MUSEUM OF AMERICAN ART, 
New York, NY, April 3, 2001. 

Senator PATRICK LEAHY, 
Senator ROBERT BENNETT, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATORS LEAHY AND BENNETT: On 
behalf of the staff and Board of Trustees of 
the Whitney Museum of American Art, I 
thank you for introducing the ‘‘Artist-Mu-
seum Partnership Act’’. This legislation, 
which would allow artists, writers and com-
posers to deduct the fair-market value of a 
contribution of their own work to a chari-
table institution, will benefit museums, and 
their visitors, across the country. 

As a result of changes to the tax code of 
1969, visual artists, writers and composers 
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can no longer take a deduction based on the 
fair-market value of a contribution of their 
own work. The artists’ deduction is limited 
to the cost of materials in preparing the 
work—in the case of a visual artist, canvas 
and paint. However, a collector, making an 
identical donation, may take the fair-mar-
ket value deduction for the work. Once the 
artist dies, his or her spouse may donate the 
work for a fair-market value deduction. In 
addition, works of art left to an artist’s es-
tate are evaluated at the fair-market value 
for purposes of determining estate taxes. 

Since the 1969 repeal, contributions to mu-
seum and libraries by living artists and writ-
ers have all but disappeared, depriving the 
public of access to its cultural heritage. 
Many of these pieces are sold abroad or into 
private collections and never seen again. 

Thank you again for your continued sup-
port of artists and arts institutions in this 
country. We are all deeply appreciative. 

Sincerely, 
MAXWELL L. ANDERSON. 

THEATRE COMMUNICATIONS 
GROUP, INC., 

New York, NY, April 4, 2001. 
Senator PATRICK LEAHY, 
Senator ROBERT BENNETT, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATORS LEAHY AND BENNETT: On 
behalf of Theatre Communications Group— 
the national service organization for the 
American theatre—and the 384 not-for-profit 
theatres across the country that comprise 
our membership and which present perform-
ances to a combined annual attendance of 
more than 17 million people, I thank you for 
introducing the ‘‘Artist-Museum Partnership 
Act’’. This legislation, which would allow 
artists, writers and composers to deduct the 
fair-market value of a contribution of their 
own work to a charitable institution, is fully 
supported by Theatre Communications 
Group, which endorses its passage. 

As a result of changes to the tax code of 
1969, visual artists, writers and composers 
can no longer take a deduction based on the 
fair-market value of a contribution of their 
own work. The artists’ deduction is limited 
to the cost of materials in preparing the 
work—in the case of a visual artist, canvas 
and paint. However, a collector, making an 
identical donation, may take the fair-mar-
ket value deduction for the work. Once the 
artist dies, his or her spouse may donate the 
work for a fair-market value deduction. In 
addition, works of art left to an artist’s es-
tate are evaluated at the fair-market value 
for purposes of determining estate taxes. 

Since the 1969 repeal, contributions to mu-
seums and libraries by living artists and 
writers have all but disappeared, depriving 
the public of access to its cultural heritage. 
Many of these pieces are sold abroad or into 
private collections and never seen again. 

Thank you again for your continued sup-
port of artists and arts institutions in this 
country. 

Sincerely, 
BEN CAMERON, 
Executive Director. 

ASSOCIATION OF 
ART MUSEUM DIRECTORS, 

New York, NY, April 4, 2001. 
Senator PATRICK LEAHY, 
Senator ROBERT BENNETT, 
U.S. Senate 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATORS LEAHY and BENNETT: On 
behalf of the Association of Art Museum Di-
rectors (AAMD), founded in 1916 and rep-
resenting 170 art museums nationwide, I 
thank you for introducing the ‘‘Artist-Mu-
seum Partnership Act’’. This legislation, 

which would allow artists, writers and com-
posers to deduct the fair-market value of a 
contribution of their own work to a chari-
table institution, is fully supported by the 
AAMD, which endorses its passage. 

As a result of changes to the tax code of 
1969, visual artists, writers and composers 
can no longer take a deduction based on the 
fair-market value of contribution of their 
own work. The artists’ deduction is limited 
to the cost of materials in preparing the 
work—in the case of a visual artist, canvas 
and paint. However, a collector, making an 
identical donation, may take the fair-mar-
ket value deduction for the work. Once the 
artist dies, his or her spouse may donate the 
work for a fair-market value deduction. In 
addition, works of art left to an artist’s es-
tate are evaluated at the fair-market value 
for purposes of determining estate taxes. 

Since the 1969 repeal, contributions to mu-
seum and libraries by living artists and writ-
ers have all but disappeared, depriving the 
public of access to its cultural heritage. 
Many of these prices are sold abroad or into 
private collections and never seen again. 

Thank you again for your continued sup-
port of artists and arts institutions in this 
country. 

Sincerely, 
MILLICENT HALL GAUDIERI, 

Executive Director. 

THE MUSEUM OF FINE ARTS, HOUSTON, 
Houston, TX, March 28, 2001. 

Senator ROBERT BENNETT, 
Senator PATRICK LEAHY, 
U.S. Senate 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATORS BENNETT AND LEAHY: On 
behalf of the Trustees of the Museum of Fine 
Arts, Houston, I would like to express my ap-
preciation to you for introducing the ‘‘Art-
ist-museum Partnership Act.’’ The legisla-
tion is long overdue and will be useful to mu-
seums in soliciting original works of art 
from artists. May museums do not have 
funds to purchase art and must rely on dona-
tions. Since 1969, when the law was repealed 
that allowed artists to take a fair-market 
value deduction, contributions from living 
artists to museums has dramatically de-
creased. 

Many important works by regional or eth-
nic artists are sold rather than donated be-
cause the majority of artists simply cannot 
afford to donate their works when they can 
only take a deduction equal to the cost of 
materials. The bill you have drafted is an 
important step in helping small and mid- 
sized museums add these works to their col-
lections for the public to enjoy. 

Thank you again for this thoughtful piece 
of legislation. 

Sincerely, 
PETER C. MARZIO, 

Director. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I am 
proud to join the Senator from 
Vermont today to introduce the Artist- 
Museum Partnership Act. This impor-
tant legislation will remove an unfor-
tunate inequity in our tax code by al-
lowing living artists to deduct the fair- 
market value of their art work when 
they contribute the work to museums 
or other public institutions. 

As the tax code is currently written, 
art collectors are allowed to deduct the 
fair market value of any piece of art 
donated to a museum. At the same 
time, if the artist who created that 
work of art were to donate the same 
piece, he or she would be allowed to de-
duct only the material cost of the 

work, which may be nothing more than 
a canvas, a tube of paint, and a wooden 
frame. This inequity has created a dis-
incentive for artists who would other-
wise donate their work to museums. 
The solution is simple: treat collectors 
and artists the same way. This bill will 
do just that. 

While this bill will certainly help 
artists, the real beneficiaries are muse-
ums, historians, and most importantly, 
the general public. This change in the 
tax code will increase the number of 
original pieces donated to public insti-
tutions, giving scholars greater access 
to an artist’s work during the lifetime 
of that artist, as well as providing for 
an increase in the public display of 
such work. Museum-goers will have a 
greater opportunity to learn not only 
from the master artists of past cen-
turies, but also from artists who are at 
the forefront of their fields today. 

I want to thank Senator LEAHY for 
his work on this bill. He and I have in-
troduced similar legislation in the 
past, and we hope that our colleagues 
will see this bill for what it is a reason-
able solution to an unintentional in-
equity in our tax code. I urge my col-
leagues to support this common-sense 
legislation. The fiscal impact of the 
Artist-Museum Partnership Act on the 
federal budget will be minimal, but the 
benefit to our nation’s cultural and ar-
tistic heritage cannot be overstated. 
This minor correction to the tax code 
is long overdue, and the Senate should 
act on this legislation to remedy the 
problem. 

By Mr. DORGAN (for himself, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, and Mr. BYRD): 

S. 695. A bill to provide parents, tax-
payers, and educators with useful, un-
derstandable school report cards; to 
the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing the Standardized 
School Report Card Act, along with 
Senators BINGAMAN and BYRD. 

Every six to nine weeks, schools all 
across the country send parents report 
cards evaluating how their child is 
doing. Rarely, however, do parents ever 
get any sense of how their child’s 
school is performing. And let’s face it: 
The two are inextricably linked. It is 
not as meaningful for a child to be 
among the best in his or her school if 
the school itself is among the worst. 

As a parent of two children in public 
school, I believe it is very important 
for parents, taxpayers, teachers, and 
the public to have some way of meas-
uring how their school is performing, 
relative to other schools in the area, 
the state, the country, and even the 
world. The legislation I am introducing 
today along with Senators BINGAMAN 
and BYRD would give parents and tax-
payers an important tool for evalu-
ating how their school is doing. 

Our legislation would require that 
schools and states develop an annual, 
easily understandable report card and 
widely disseminate it to parents, tax-
payers, teachers, and the public. 
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I am pleased that the concept of 

school report cards has bipartisan sup-
port. President Bush called for school- 
by-school report cards on student 
achievement in his ‘‘No Child Left Be-
hind’’ education plan. In addition, Sen-
ator DASCHLE and the others have pro-
vided for school report cards in S. 10, 
the Educational Excellence for All 
Learners Act. And the Better Edu-
cation for Students and Teachers Act, 
which was reported by the Senate Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions, includes some limited 
school report card language that I 
think can form the basis for helpful re-
ports for parents and taxpayers. 

The Standardized School Report Card 
Act that I am introducing today would 
require schools and states to cover 
eight key, basis areas in their report 
cards, plus any other areas of indica-
tors of quality they want to include. 
The eight subject areas schools would 
be ‘‘graded’’ on are: Student perform-
ance; attendance, graduation and drop-
out rates; professional qualifications of 
teachers; average class size; school 
safety; parental involvement; student 
access to technology; and whether they 
have been identified by the State for 
improvement. These eight areas were 
chosen largely because they were the 
ones parents themselves said they felt 
were most critical, in focus groups 
around the country conducted by the 
Center for Community Change. 

Some might say this legislation is 
unnecessary. After all, according to 
Education Week, 36 states already re-
quire schools to publish a school report 
card. In addition, the Congressional 
Research Services has looked at the 
kinds of data that states already re-
quire their schools to report and/or col-
lect. According to the CRS, 47 states 
have ‘‘report cards’’ in at least one of 
the eight areas specified by the Stand-
ardized School Report Card Act. 

However, the content of these report 
cards varies widely. In fact, according 
to a report by Education Week, no two 
state report cards cover exactly the 
same information, so they cannot be a 
useful tool for parents and educators to 
compare their school with other 
schools in the state or nation. 

For instance, in my state of North 
Dakota, the state Department of Pub-
lic Instruction has designed a ‘‘school 
district profile’’ that is published for 
each school district in the state. These 
profiles include lots of interesting and 
helpful information, including a lot of 
data not required by my legislation. 
However, there is also some valuable 
data missing from this report that par-
ents would want to know about, such 
as the number of teachers who have 
emergency certification or the inci-
dents of school violence. 

By requiring all schools to report on 
at least these eight key areas, my 
school report card legislation will pro-
vide parents with the ability to meas-
ure how their school is doing relative 
to other schools. 

Schools will also have to be sure that 
they widely disseminate their report 

cards. According to Education Week, 
most people have never seen a report 
card for their local school, even though 
90 percent think a school report card 
would be helpful. 

This legislation is not about the Fed-
eral government wresting control of 
education away from local school 
boards, where it belongs. Rather, it is 
about whether parents, no matter 
where they live, have an opportunity 
and the ability to measure how well 
their children are doing from commu-
nity to community, school to school, 
state to state? 

As a nation, we spend more than $375 
billion annually to provide an edu-
cation to our elementary and sec-
ondary children. Parents and taxpayers 
deserve to know what we are getting 
for the money we are spending on K–12 
education. 

Those in this country who are con-
cerned about our education system 
know that we must make some im-
provements. How do we make improve-
ments? You create a blueprint, a plan, 
for fixing what is wrong. But before 
you can do that, you must first assess 
what is right and what is wrong. And 
we do not have a basic approach by 
which parents can measure what is 
right or wrong with their local school. 

The lack of obtainable, understand-
able information is a major barrier to 
parents’ more active involvement in 
the education of their children. In 
Georgia, the number of schools devel-
oping local school improvement plans 
increased by 300 percent following the 
first publication of report cards in 1996. 
I feel strongly that’s because parents 
will hold their schools accountable if 
they have the information they need to 
determine whether improvements are 
needed. 

Times have changed. This is not 40 
years ago when we as a country could 
tie one hand behind our back and beat 
anybody else in the world at almost 
anything, and do it easily. We now face 
shrewd, tough international competi-
tion in every direction we look. We 
now face competition in the job mar-
ket, in our economies, and in our 
schools. Our children compete with 
countries that send their kids to school 
240 days a year, while we send our kids 
to school 180 days a year. 

In short, parents have a right to 
know whether their kids are receiving 
a quality education, no matter what 
State they live in, no matter what city 
or school district they live in. I encour-
age my colleagues to cosponsor this 
legislation. When the Senate begins de-
bate on the Better Education for Stu-
dents and Teachers Act, I intend to 
work with my colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle to strengthen the school re-
port card provisions already in the 
Senate bill. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of this bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 695 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Standard-
ized School Report Card Act’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) According to the report ‘‘Quality 

Counts 99’’, by Education Week, 36 States re-
quire the publishing of annual report cards 
on individual schools, but the content of the 
report cards varies widely. 

(2) The content of most of the report cards 
described in paragraph (1) does not provide 
parents with the information the parents 
need to measure how their school or State is 
doing compared with other schools and 
States. 

(3) Ninety percent of taxpayers believe 
that published information about individual 
schools would motivate educators to work 
harder to improve the schools’ performance. 

(4) More than 60 percent of parents and 70 
percent of taxpayers have not seen an indi-
vidual report card for their area school. 

(5) Dissemination of understandable infor-
mation about schools can be an important 
tool for parents and taxpayers to measure 
the quality of the schools and to hold the 
schools accountable for improving perform-
ance. 
SEC. 3. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this Act is to provide par-
ents, taxpayers, and educators with useful, 
understandable school report cards. 
SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS. 

The terms used in this Act have the mean-
ings given the terms under section 14101 of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965. 
SEC. 5. REPORT CARDS. 

(a) STATE REPORT CARDS.—Each State edu-
cational agency receiving assistance under 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965 shall produce and widely dissemi-
nate an annual report card for parents, the 
general public, teachers and the Secretary of 
Education, in easily understandable lan-
guage, with respect to elementary schools 
and secondary schools in the State. The re-
port card shall contain information regard-
ing— 

(1) student performance on statewide as-
sessments in language arts, mathematics, 
and history, plus any other subject areas in 
which the State requires assessments, in-
cluding— 

(A) comparisons with students from dif-
ferent school districts within the State, and, 
to the extent possible, comparisons with stu-
dents throughout the Nation; 

(B) a statement on the 3-year trend in the 
percentage of students performing at the 
basic, proficient, and advanced levels; and 

(C) a statement of the percentage of stu-
dents not tested and a listing of categories of 
the reasons why such students were not test-
ed; 

(2) attendance and 4-year graduation rates, 
the number of students completing advanced 
placement courses, and the annual school 
dropout rate, as calculated by procedures 
conforming with the National Center for 
Education Statistics Common Core of Data; 

(3) professional qualifications of teachers 
in the State, including the percentage of 
class sections taught by teachers who are 
not certified to teach in that subject, and 
the percentage of teachers with emergency 
or provisional certification; 

(4) average class size in the State broken 
down by school level; 

(5) school safety, including the safety of 
school facilities, incidents of school violence 
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and drug and alcohol abuse, and the number 
of instances in which a student was deter-
mined to have brought a firearm to school 
under the State law described in the Gun- 
Free Schools Act of 1994 and the incidence of 
student suspensions and expulsions; 

(6) to the extent practicable, parental in-
volvement, as measured by the extent of pa-
rental participation in school parental in-
volvement policies described in section 
1118(b) of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965; 

(7) student access to technology, including 
the number of computers for educational 
purposes, the number of computers per class-
room, and the number of computers con-
nected to the Internet; 

(8) information regarding the schools iden-
tified by the State for school improvement; 
and 

(9) other indicators of school performance 
and quality. 

(b) SCHOOL REPORT CARDS.—Each school re-
ceiving assistance under the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965, or the local 
educational agency serving that school, shall 
produce and widely disseminate an annual 
report card for parents, the general public, 
teachers and the State educational agency, 
in easily understandable language, with re-
spect to elementary or secondary education, 
as appropriate, in the school. The report card 
shall contain information regarding— 

(1) student performance in the school on 
statewide assessments in language arts, 
mathematics, and history, plus any other 
subject areas in which the State requires as-
sessments, including— 

(A) comparisons with other students with-
in the school district, in the State, and, to 
the extent possible, in the Nation; 

(B) a statement on the 3-year trend in the 
percentage of students performing at the 
basic, proficient, and advanced levels; and 

(C) a statement of the percentage of stu-
dents not tested and a listing of categories of 
the reasons why such students were not test-
ed; 

(2) attendance and 4-year graduation rates, 
the number of students completing advanced 
placement courses, and the annual school 
dropout rate, as calculated by procedures 
conforming with the National Center for 
Education Statistics Common Core of Data; 

(3) professional qualifications of the 
school’s teachers, including the percentage 
of class sections taught by teachers not cer-
tified to teach in that subject, and the per-
centage of teachers with emergency or provi-
sional certification; 

(4) average class size in the school broken 
down by school level, and the enrollment of 
students compared to the rated capacity of 
the school; 

(5) school safety, including the safety of 
the school facility, incidents of school vio-
lence and drug and alcohol abuse, the num-
ber of instances in which a student was de-
termined to have brought a firearm to school 
under the State law described in the Gun- 
Free Schools Act of 1994, and the incidence of 
student suspensions and expulsions; 

(6) parental involvement, as measured by 
the extent of parental participation in school 
parental involvement policies described in 
section 1118(b) of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965; 

(7) student access to technology, including 
the number of computers for educational 
purposes, the number of computers per class-
room, and the number of computers con-
nected to the Internet; 

(8) information regarding whether the 
school has been identified for school im-
provement; and 

(9) other indicators of school performance 
and quality. 

(c) MODEL SCHOOL REPORT CARDS.—The 
Secretary of Education shall use funds made 
available to the Office of Educational Re-
search and Improvement to develop a model 
school report card for dissemination, upon 
request, to a school, local educational agen-
cy, or State educational agency. 

(d) DISAGGREGATION OF DATA.—Each State 
educational agency or school producing an 
annual report card under this section shall 
disaggregate the student data reported under 
subsection (a) or (b), as appropriate, in the 
same manner as results are disaggregated 
under section 1111(b)(3)(I) of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965. 

(e) DISSEMINATION AND ACCESSIBILITY OF 
REPORT CARDS.— 

(1) STATE REPORT CARDS.—State annual re-
port cards under subsection (a) shall be dis-
seminated to all elementary schools, sec-
ondary schools, and local educational agen-
cies in the State, and made broadly available 
to the public through means such as posting 
such reports on the Internet and distribution 
to the media, and through public agencies. 

(2) LOCAL AND SCHOOL REPORT CARDS.— 
Local educational agency report cards and 
elementary school and secondary school re-
port cards under subsection (b) shall be dis-
seminated to all elementary schools and sec-
ondary schools served by the local edu-
cational agency and to all parents of stu-
dents attending such schools, and shall be 
made broadly available to the public through 
means such as posting such report on the 
Internet and distribution to the media, and 
through public agencies. 

(f) GRANTS AUTHORIZED.—The Secretary of 
Education shall award a grant to each State 
having a State report card that meets the re-
quirements of subsection (a) to enable the 
State to annually publish report cards for 
each elementary and secondary school that 
receives funding under the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 and is 
served by the State. The amount of a State 
grant under this section shall be equal to the 
State’s allotment under subsection (g)(2). 

(g) RESERVATIONS AND ALLOTMENTS.— 
(1) RESERVATIONS.—From the amount ap-

propriated under subsection (j) to carry out 
this Act for each fiscal year the Secretary of 
Education shall reserve— 

(A) 1⁄2 of 1 percent of such amount for pay-
ments to the Secretary of the Interior for ac-
tivities approved by the Secretary of Edu-
cation consistent with this Act, in schools 
operated or supported by the Bureau of In-
dian Affairs on the basis of their respective 
needs for assistance under this Act; and 

(B) 1⁄2 of 1 percent of such amount for pay-
ments to outlying areas, to be allotted in ac-
cordance with their respective needs for as-
sistance under this Act, as determined by 
the Secretary of Education, for activities ap-
proved by the Secretary of Education that 
are consistent with this Act. 

(2) STATE ALLOTMENTS.—From the amount 
appropriated under subsection (j) for a fiscal 
year and remaining after amounts are re-
served under paragraph (1), the Secretary of 
Education shall allot to each State having a 
State report card meeting the requirements 
of subsection (a) an amount that bears the 
same relationship to such remainder as the 
number of public school students enrolled in 
elementary schools and secondary schools in 
the State bears to the total number of such 
students so enrolled in all States. 

(h) WITHIN-STATE ALLOCATIONS.—Each 
State educational agency receiving a grant 
under subsection (f) shall allocate the grant 
funds that remain after carrying out the ac-
tivities required under subsection (e)(1) to 
local educational agencies in the State. 

(i) STATE RESERVATION OF FUNDS.—Each 
State educational agency receiving a grant 
under subsection (f) may reserve — 

(1) not more than 10 percent of the grant 
funds to carry out activities described in 
subsections (a) and (b), and subsection (e)(1), 
for fiscal year 2002; and 

(2) not more than 5 percent of the grant 
funds to carry out activities described in sec-
tions (a) and (b), and subsection (e)(1), for 
fiscal year 2003 and each of the 3 succeeding 
fiscal years. 

(j) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this Act, $5,000,0000 for fiscal year 
2002, and such sums as may be necessary for 
each of the 4 succeeding fiscal years. 

By Mr. BROWNBACK: 
S. 696. A bill to prohibit the Federal 

Communications Commission from ap-
plying spectrum aggregation limits to 
spectrum assigned by auction after 
2000; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, 
today I rise to reintroduce the Third 
Generation Wireless Internet Act. This 
legislation, which I first introduced in 
the 106th Congress, is needed today 
more then ever. The Act requires The 
Federal Communications Commission 
(FCC) to lift the current cap on the 
amount of spectrum any one company 
may be licensed to use in a market. 

Today, over 104 million Americans 
are benefitting from the products and 
services being offered by our nation’s 
wireless industry. The public has bene-
fited from stiff competition among in-
dustry participants as 244.8 million 
Americans can choose between three 
and eight wireless service providers, 
with 181.7 million of them able to 
choose from at least five service pro-
viders. The result of this competition 
has been a fifty percent decrease in 
wireless rates between 1988 and 2000, 
while the total number of minutes used 
has increased forty-two percent over 
that same period. 

Impressive as is the development of 
the wireless marketplace, our nation’s 
wireless industry is fast approaching a 
crossroads where it will transition 
from voice and text messaging services 
to a marriage of wireless mobility with 
the power of the Internet and 
broadband Internet access: the ability 
to deliver voice, video, and data simul-
taneously over one wireless device. 
This transition will be made possible 
by the deployment of third generation 
technology, commonly referred to as 
‘‘3G,’’ which combines wireless mobil-
ity with transmission speeds and ca-
pacity resembling that of the 
broadband pipes being laid primarily in 
urban markets by wireline companies. 

Congress, the FCC, and the National 
Telecommunications and Information 
Administration continue to work to 
identify sufficient spectrum resources 
for a timely 3G deployment. The Third 
Generation Wireless Internet Act will 
ensure that companies currently at the 
limits of the spectrum they are per-
mitted to use under FCC regulations 
will still be able to participate in 3G 
deployment once the spectrum is iden-
tified. 

Just as Internet access, especially 
broadband Internet access, promises to 
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be a great equalizer across socio-eco-
nomic lines, 3G promises to be a great 
equalizer between those consumers 
with access to broadband and those 
without. As Congress continues to look 
for ways to close the digital divide as it 
relates to broadband, wireless tech-
nology can play a key role in ensuring 
that all Americans have access to 
broadband irrespective of their geo-
graphic location. It is incumbent upon 
Congress to recognize and act upon the 
potential of 3G to close the gap be-
tween urban and rural broadband ac-
cess, and the Third Generation Wire-
less Internet Act does just that. 

I request that the text of the bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows; 

S. 696 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Third-Gen-
eration Wireless Internet Act’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds the following: 
(1) Mobile telephony has been one of the 

fastest growing industries of the tele-
communications sector, offering consumers 
innovative services at affordable rates. 

(2) Demand for mobile telecommunications 
services has greatly exceeded industry expec-
tations. 

(3) Mobile carriers are poised to bring high- 
speed Internet access to consumers through 
wireless telecommunications devices. 

(4) Third Generation mobile systems (here-
inafter referred to as ‘‘3G’’) are capable of de-
livering high-speed data services for Internet 
access and other multimedia applications. 

(5) Advanced wireless services such as 3G 
may be the most efficient and economic way 
to provide high-speed Internet access to 
rural areas of the United States. 

(6) Under the current Federal Communica-
tions Commission rules, commercial mobile 
service providers may not use more than 45 
megahertz of combined cellular, broadband 
Personal Communications Service, and Spe-
cialized Mobile Radio spectrum within any 
geographic area. 

(7) Assignments of additional spectrum 
may be needed to enable mobile operators to 
keep pace with the demand for 3G services. 

(8) The application of the current Commis-
sion spectrum cap rules to new spectrum 
auctioned by the FCC would greatly impede 
the deployment of 3G services. 
SEC. 3. WIRELESS TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERV-

ICES. 
Section 332(c) of the Communications Act 

of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 332(c)) is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following: 

‘‘(9) NON-APPLICATION OF SPECTRUM AGGRE-
GATION LIMITS TO NEW AUCTIONS.— 

‘‘(A) The Commission may not apply sec-
tion 20.6(a) of its regulations (47 C.F.R. 
20.6(a)) to a license for spectrum assigned by 
initial auction held after December 31, 2000. 

‘‘(B) The Commission may relax or elimi-
nate the spectrum aggregation limits of sec-
tion 20.6 of its regulations (47 C.F.R. 20.6), 
but may not lower these limits.’’. 

By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr. 
BAUCUS, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. ROCKE-
FELLER, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. BINGA-
MAN, Mr. CRAPO, Mrs. LINCOLN, 
Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. 

TORRICELLI, Mr. WARNER, Mr. 
CONRAD, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. 
KERRY, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, 
Mr. DASCHLE, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. 
BREAUX, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Ms. 
MILKULSKI, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. 
CARPER, Mr. CLELAND, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. 
BIDEN, Mrs. CARNAHAN, Mr. 
NELSON of Nebraska, Ms. STA-
BENOW, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. 
DAYTON, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. 
DURBIN, Mr. BAYH, and Mr. MIL-
LER): 

S. 697. A bill to modernize the financ-
ing of the railroad retirement system 
and to provide enhanced benefits to 
employees and beneficiaries; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, on behalf 
of myself, Senator BAUCUS, and 18 
other of our colleagues, I rise today to 
introduce the Railroad Retirement and 
Survivors’ Improvement Act of 2001. 
This bill represents an important op-
portunity in the 65-year history of the 
Railroad Retirement system. Rail 
labor and rail management, working 
together, developed a proposal that 
would build on the system’s strengths 
to modernize Railroad Retirement to 
provide better, more secure benefits at 
a lower cost to employers and employ-
ees. This proposal was further refined 
as a result of extensive discussions last 
year between rail labor and manage-
ment and the congressional commit-
tees of jurisdiction. 

The bill we are introducing today 
builds on our efforts in the 106th Con-
gress to reform the Railroad Retire-
ment system. Last year, the prede-
cessor to this bill, H.R. 4844, passed the 
House by a vote of 391–25, and received 
similar bipartisan support in the Sen-
ate. Eighty senators signed a letter 
urging quick passage of the legislation, 
and on September 28, 2000, it was favor-
ably reported by the Finance Com-
mittee. H.R. 4844 was placed on the 
Senate legislative calendar, but unfor-
tunately, this is where the bill re-
mained. Despite an overwhelming ma-
jority of Members in both houses in 
support of the bill, time ran out and 
the 106th Congress adjourned without 
this bill being brought up on the Sen-
ate floor. 

Both rail labor and rail management 
have come to the Congress to seek 
changes to their pension plan because 
Railroad Retirement is a unique sys-
tem. It is the only private industry 
pension plan established in statute and 
administered by the federal govern-
ment. As such, any changes in Railroad 
Retirement can be made only through 
legislative action. Historically, such 
legislation has reflected negotiated 
agreement by management and labor 
with the Congress followed by congres-
sional consideration and enactment of 
necessary statutory changes. The legis-
lation we introduce today continues 
this practice and embodies the reform 
principles agreed to by rail manage-
ment and the vast majority of rail 
labor this past year. 

Some may ask, why reform the Rail-
road Retirement system at this time? 
Railroad Retirement has served rail-
road workers, their families, and their 
surviving spouses well for 65 years. Its 
roots reach back to the struggle to find 
answers to the hardships that resulted 
from the Great Depression of the 1930s. 
Today, the Railroad Retirement sys-
tem is fiscally strong, providing ben-
efit payments to more than 673,000 re-
tirees and other beneficiaries. The 
most recent report to Congress by the 
Railroad Retirement Board’s chief ac-
tuary, which addressed the 2000–2073 pe-
riod, indicated that no cash-flow prob-
lems are expected to arise over that pe-
riod. This strength, combined with the 
willingness of rail labor and rail man-
agement to work together construc-
tively, provides an opportunity to ad-
dress a number of concerns about Rail-
road Retirement that have developed 
in recent years. 

First, Railroad Retirement is very 
costly, both to employers and employ-
ees. It has two components: Tier I, 
which is largely equivalent to Social 
Security, and Tier II, which provides 
additional benefits and is similar to a 
private, defined benefit pension plan. 
Tier I and Tier II are funded primarily 
through payroll taxes on employers 
and employees—15.3 percent combined 
for Tier I, including Medicare, and 21 
percent for Tier II. Together, these 
payroll taxes make up a staggering 36.3 
percent of taxable payroll, a figure sub-
stantially higher than the cost other 
industries face to provide retirement 
benefits to their employees. This high 
cost represents a major financial bur-
den to both employees and employers. 
Perhaps worse still, it constitutes a 
major disincentive for employers to 
hire new employees under Railroad Re-
tirement. 

A second factor that led to the devel-
opment of this legislation is the ade-
quacy of the Railroad Retirement ben-
efit structure. One special area of con-
cern among retirees has been the wid-
ow’s and widower’s benefit under the 
Tier II portion of Railroad Retirement. 
Indeed, this was the subject of a 1998 
hearing by the Ground Transportation 
Subcommittee of the House Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure Committee. 
That hearing was a spur to rail man-
agement and rail labor to engage in 
discussions about a broad range of 
issues affecting the system. 

Let me explain the reasons why this 
bill has the strong support of railroad 
retirees, railroad management, and the 
great majority of rail labor. 

First, it provides for increased re-
sponsibility by the railroad industry 
for the financial health of Railroad Re-
tirement. Under current law, if changes 
in tax rates or benefits are needed to 
assure the financial health of the sys-
tem, Congress is required to pass new 
legislation. The bill being introduced 
today would make Tier II tax rates 
more responsive to actual financing 
needs by establishing an automatic tax 
adjustment schedule. Under this statu-
tory schedule, payroll taxes would be 
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raised or lowered automatically, with-
out any further action by Congress, de-
pending on the level of funds available 
to pay Railroad Retirement benefits. 
The schedule is designed to maintain a 
minimum balance of 4 years of benefit 
payments and a maximum balance of 6 
years. The four year minimum reserve 
balance represents a higher balance 
than has existed in the Railroad Re-
tirement Account (RRA) for most of 
the past 40 years. Rail employers have 
agreed to bear entirely any tax sched-
ule increases—employees and employ-
ers would share any tax decreases that 
might occur. Employees would have 
the option of seeking congressional ac-
tion to convert any planned decrease in 
the employee tax rate to a benefit in-
crease, and management has agreed to 
support such action. 

Second, the bill provides for greater 
flexibility in the investment of Rail-
road Retirement assets. This invest-
ment provision would apply only to 
Tier II, the portion of the program that 
is similar to a private pension plan and 
is funded entirely from industry 
sources. Tier I, the portion that is 
similar to Social Security and is linked 
to the Social Security system, would 
not be affected. 

Currently, investment of RRA assets 
is limited by law to U.S. Government 
securities. Actuarial projections for 
the RRA assume an annual return of 6 
percent on investments. Between 1985 
and 1998, the average annual return on 
RRA investments was unusually high 
at 9.12 percent, but this still lagged far 
behind the average annual return to 
large multi-employer pension plans of 
15.17 percent over the same period. The 
differential in returns between RRA in-
vestments and private pension plan in-
vestment portfolios contributes signifi-
cantly to the high cost of funding the 
benefits provided from the RRA. 

This bill would provide the authority 
for the industry assets in the RRA to 
be invested in a diversified investment 
portfolio, as are the assets of private 
sector retirement plans. In the process 
of developing this proposal, concerns 
were raised by some Members of Con-
gress that this aspect of the legislation 
could result in government intrusion 
into the equity markets. While the 
funds that would be invested are, in ef-
fect, railroad industry pension funds 
which, through historical cir-
cumstance, have been maintained in a 
government account, we have included 
a provision to draw a bright line dis-
tinction from current investment prac-
tice. 

The Congressional Committees of ju-
risdiction worked with labor and man-
agement last year to create a new 
structure that separates the new in-
vestment activity from the Railroad 
Retirement Account. This structure 
has been included in the legislation we 
introduce today. It would establish a 
new Railroad Retirement Investment 
Trust (RRIT), whose exclusive purpose 
would be the investment of RRA assets 
entrusted to it by the Railroad Retire-

ment Board (RRB). The RRIT would 
not be an agency or instrumentality of 
the federal government. RRA assets 
would be transferred to the RRIT for 
investment and from the RRIT to a 
centralized disbursement agent that 
would pay the various components of 
the aggregate railroad retirement ben-
efit in a single check to beneficiaries. 

The RRIT would have seven trustees 
chosen by the Railroad Retirement 
Board: three representing labor, three 
representing management and one rep-
resenting the public interest. Trustees 
of the RRIT would be required to have 
experience and expertise in the man-
agement of financial investments and 
pension plans, and would be subject to 
fiduciary standards similar to those re-
quired by ERISA. The RRIT trustees 
would set investment guidelines for the 
prudent management of the assets en-
trusted to it, and select outside invest-
ment advisors and managers to imple-
ment its policies. Earnings on RRIT in-
vestments would be available only for 
the purpose of paying Railroad Retire-
ment benefits and necessary expenses 
of the RRIT. I believe that these meas-
ures will allow for increased returns on 
the industry’s pension plan while build-
ing an effective firewall between the 
government and the private markets. 

Third, this legislation would improve 
benefits for retirees and their families. 
In particular, it would resolve the con-
cern regarding the benefit for widows 
and widowers under Tier II. Under cur-
rent law, while the retired employee is 
alive, the couple receives a Tier II ben-
efit equal to 145 percent of the retiree’s 
benefit—the retiree’s benefit plus a 
spousal benefit of 45 percent of the re-
tiree’s benefit. When the retiree dies, 
the spouse is left with a Tier II benefit 
of 50 percent of the retiree’s benefit—a 
reduction of almost two-thirds. Under 
this bill, the surviving spouse would re-
ceive a Tier II benefit equal to that re-
ceived by the retiree, preventing such a 
drastic reduction in survivor income. 

Also of key importance is a reduction 
in the current early retirement age of 
62 with 30 years of service to age 60 
with 30 years of service. This would re-
turn the age at which a railroad em-
ployee can retire with full benefits to 
what it was prior to 1984. It is signifi-
cant that rail labor and rail manage-
ment have agreed to revise their na-
tional collective bargaining agreement 
to conform the age of eligibility for re-
tiree health benefits to 60, if this legis-
lation is passed. There are also two 
other benefit improvements: the vest-
ing requirement would be lowered from 
10 to 5 years, a change which would 
align Railroad Retirement with cur-
rent private industry pension prac-
tices; and the bill would also eliminate 
an arbitrary cap on Tier II benefits, 
known as the ‘‘Railroad Retirement 
Maximum’’, which can result in retir-
ees and their spouses having their 
earned benefits substantially reduced. 

Fourth, Tier II payroll tax rates 
would be reduced for employers. Rail-
road employers currently pay 16.1 per-

cent of taxable payroll into the RRA, 
which, as I have mentioned, is a rate 
substantially higher than other indus-
tries’ pension contributions. The reduc-
tion of employer taxes would be phased 
in over the first 3 years following en-
actment of the bill. Employee tax rates 
would continue at the current 4.9 per-
cent. Further tax reductions for em-
ployers and tax reductions for employ-
ees would be possible as provided under 
the tax adjustment mechanism I have 
already described. In addition, the sup-
plemental annuity tax, a 26.5 cents-per- 
hour tax paid entirely by rail employ-
ers, would be eliminated. Supplemental 
annuity benefits would continue to be 
paid to eligible beneficiaries. 

The legislation being introduced 
today is nearly identical to the legisla-
tion that was reported last year by the 
Senate Finance Committee, with the 
exception of updated effective dates. 

I am concerned that certain aspects 
of this bill have been undeservedly 
criticized since it was first introduced 
last year, and I believe it is important 
to put these criticisms to rest in order 
to avoid any further misconceptions. 

First, the legislation’s budget impact 
has been mischaracterized and over-
stated. Under current scoring rules, 
CBO is required to treat the initial pur-
chase of private securities by the Rail-
road Retirement Investment Trust as a 
government ‘‘outflow.’’ These private 
securities would become an asset of the 
RRIT, but would not be scored as a cor-
responding government ‘‘inflow’’ under 
current budget scoring rules, a decision 
which, I am told, the CBO character-
ized as a ‘‘close call.’’ CBO further indi-
cated that some budget experts believe 
that OMB’s long-standing practice 
under ‘‘Circular A–11’’ may be ‘‘ill-suit-
ed to purchases of financial assets that 
the government acquires as a way of 
preserving, or enhancing, the value of 
cash balances,’’ and that they ‘‘may 
consider a different budget treatment 
in the future.’’ 

Simply put, even if the estimated 
$14.8 billion acquisition of private secu-
rities is scored as an initial outlay, the 
assets received in return would produce 
on-budget revenues in the form of in-
terest, dividends and capital gains. 
Over time, these revenues will con-
tribute to increasing future surpluses 
and reducing debt service. In fact, CBO 
estimated that after the third year 
under the Railroad Retirement and 
Survivors’ Improvement Act, the pro-
gram would add to the surplus in every 
succeeding year in ever-increasing 
amounts. 

Second, some have expressed concern 
that the transfer of federal income 
taxes on railroad retirement benefits 
into the Railroad Retirement trust 
fund is a Government subsidy. In fact, 
railroad retirees, concerned about the 
future of Railroad Retirement, agreed 
in 1983 to the taxation of their benefits 
and the dedication of the proceeds to 
Railroad Retirement as a form of ben-
efit cut to help support the long-term 
solvency of the program. If benefits 
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had been cut in the conventional way, 
there would be no question as to 
whether this would be considered a 
subsidy. 

Third, critics’ claims that this legis-
lation relies on Social Security funds 
or makes any changes to Social Secu-
rity reflect a total misunderstanding of 
the relationship between Railroad Re-
tirement and Social Security. Since 
1950 there has been a financial inter-
change mechanism between Railroad 
Retirement and the Social Security 
system that ensures that neither sys-
tem is advantaged or disadvantaged by 
which system covers a worker. The 
current bill would make no changes to 
this interchange process or to Social 
Security. As in the past, these Tier I 
funds would be available to pay bene-
fits, would be considered assets of the 
Railroad Retirement program, and 
would be limited to investments in fed-
eral government securities. 

Railroad Retirement has always been 
a bipartisan concern. I hope that many 
more of our colleagues will join us in 
taking this opportunity to improve 
Railroad Retirement and the lives of 
its more than 673,000 beneficiaries, and 
that we act early to ensure that there 
is plenty of time in this session to ac-
complish this important task. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join Senator HATCH as a lead 
cosponsor of the Railroad Retirement 
and Survivors’ Improvement Act of 
2001. The intent of this legislation is 
quite simple: improve the benefits of 
Railroad Retirement and modernize 
the financing of system. Many would 
agree that the current railroad retire-
ment system is archaic and inequi-
table. As an example, one need look no 
further than the severe reduction in 
benefit payments faced by the 178,000 
widows and widowers under the current 
policy. This is something that must be 
addressed promptly and the legislation 
we are introducing today improves sur-
vivor benefits substantially. Montana 
has about 6,600 railroad retirement 
beneficiaries and about 3,200 active rail 
employees. Railroads are an important 
industry in Montana and many Mon-
tanans count on the railroad. I am co-
sponsoring this legislation to make 
sure railroad employees, retirees and 
their families receive adequate benefits 
from a system they can count on. 

This legislation has strong support 
from railroad companies, labor organi-
zations, and retirees. When enacted, 
this legislation will provide earlier 
vesting and a lower minimum retire-
ment age for railroad labor; improved 
benefits for widows and widowers of 
railroad retirees; and enhance the in-
vestment of pension contributions from 
rail companies and employees. 

Rail labor and rail management have 
come to the Congress to seek changes 
to their pension plan because Railroad 
Retirement is a unique system. It is 
the only private industry pension plan 
established in statute and administered 
by the federal government. As such, 
any changes in Railroad Retirement 

can be made only through legislative 
action. Historically, such legislation 
has reflected negotiated agreement by 
management and labor followed by 
Congressional consideration and enact-
ment of necessary statutory changes. 
This legislation continues this practice 
and embodies reform principles agreed 
to by rail management and a majority 
of rail labor. 

I am pleased we have a significant bi-
partisan group of Senators joining us 
as original cosponsors, an indication of 
the broad support this legislation has 
earned. I also note that many of the 
original cosponsors are also members 
of the Senate Finance Committee, the 
committee that will receive the bill 
after its introduction today. I hope the 
committee will be able to take action 
on the bill soon. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
am proud to be an original cosponsor of 
the bipartisan Railroad Retirement 
and Survivors’ Improvement Act 2001, 
and I hope to work closely with Sen-
ators HATCH and BAUCUS and the bipar-
tisan coalition to get this legislation 
enacted into law this year. 

In West Virginia, we have over 11,000 
retirees and their families depending 
on railroad retirement. Almost 3,500 
West Virginians are working for the 
railroads and will need their railroad 
retirement at some point in the future. 
Nationwide, there are about 673,000 
railroad retirees and families, and 
about 245,000 active rail workers. They 
deserve a better retirement program, 
and I want to work with them to pro-
mote this historic package supported 
by both rail labor and rail manage-
ment. 

There can be no doubt that improv-
ing retirement benefits for railroad 
workers, retirees, and their families 
must be one of our top priorities, and I 
am fully supportive of that effort. 
Right now, it takes ten years of service 
before a railroad worker becomes vest-
ed in the retirement plan, while private 
companies covered by Employee Re-
tirement Income Security Act, ERISA, 
vest their employees in just five to 
seven years. The need to dramatically 
improve benefits for widows and wid-
owers is obvious and has gone 
unaddressed for too long. It is tragic to 
slash the benefits of the widow of a 
railroad retiree upon the death of her 
spouse, as the current policy does. I un-
derstand the importance of these and 
other changes in retirement benefits 
for workers. 

Today, experts predict that the Rail-
road Trust Funds are solvent for the 
next twenty-five years, and existing 
policy guarantees benefits to railroad 
retirees and their families. Under the 
new plan, the railroads would pay a 
lower sum of taxes into the Railroad 
Retirement Trust Funds, but the fund 
would create an investment board to 
invest its reserves in private equities 
so the increased rate of returns would 
cover the expanded benefits. Under the 
plan, there is a provision to increase 
railroad taxes in the future, when nec-

essary, to fully fund the railroad re-
tirement benefits. 

As a member of the Senate Finance 
Committee, I want to enact legislation 
that will improve benefits for railroad 
retirees and their families, and I will 
be working with my colleagues to 
achieve that goal. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to join as a cosponsor of 
this important legislation to modernize 
the investment policies of the Railroad 
Retirement System. This legislation 
reflects an historic agreement reached 
between rail labor and rail manage-
ment. it is good for workers, good for 
retirees, good for widows and widowers, 
good for rail employers, and good for 
the rail industry as a whole. 

This reform legislation is the product 
of two and a half years of negotiations 
and has had the grassroots support of 
nearly one million employees and bene-
ficiaries who will benefit from its pro-
visions. We came very close to enact-
ing this measure into law at the end of 
the last Congress. I hope my colleagues 
will join me in moving the bill as expe-
ditiously as possible. 

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself and 
Mr. REID): 

S. 698. A bill to amend the Safe 
Drinking Water Act to designate chro-
mium-6 as a contaminant, to establish 
a maximum contaminant level for 
chromium-6, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

Ms. BOXER. Mr. President, today 
Senator HARRY REID and I are intro-
ducing a bill for the first time ever will 
require the Environment Protection 
Agency, EPA, to set a federal standard 
for chromium 6 in drinking water. 

The recent movie, ‘‘Erin Brockovich’’ 
made front page news of the substance 
hexavalent chromium, otherwise 
known as chromium 6, that until last 
year had only received attention from 
the scientific community. But Hinkley, 
California, the town depicted in the 
movie, is not the only place where 
chromium 6 has been found in the 
drinking water supply. 

For example, last September, PG&E 
National Energy Group agreed to close 
down five unlined wastewater basins 
and two landfills at its power plants in 
Massachusetts because they were being 
sued for dumping waste contaminated 
with chromium 6 into these basins and 
landfills, endangering the safety of the 
groundwater. 

Over one year ago in Painesville 
Township, Ohio, large amounts of chro-
mium 6 were removed from a construc-
tion site. Workers at the site were re-
placing 2,000 feet of pipe in the sewer 
main when they encountered the con-
taminated water, which was described 
as ‘‘phosphorescent yellow-green liq-
uid.’’ 

Chromium 6 is a chemical that is 
used by a variety of industries 
throughout the country. When improp-
erly disposed of, chromium 6 can con-
taminate ground water, which is the 
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very same water that many commu-
nities use to supply their drinking 
water. 

We now know for a fact that chro-
mium 6 causes a host of serious health 
problems, including cancer, liver dam-
age, kidney damage, immune system 
suppression, respiratory illness, skin 
rashes, nose bleeds and neurological 
damage. What we do not know is the 
level at which chromium 6 in drinking 
water causes these problems. 

That is why I am introducing this 
bill today with my colleague Senator 
HARRY REID. Our bill will require the 
National Academy of Sciences to study 
the health effects of chromium 6 in 
drinking water and to make rec-
ommendations to the EPA on an appro-
priate maximum contaminant level 
goal. The EPA, based on these rec-
ommendations, will then list chro-
mium 6 as a regulated contaminant 
under the Safe Drinking Water Act and 
set a federal standard for the levels of 
chromium 6 that can safely be found in 
drinking water. 

This bill will also ensure that com-
munities are able to get information 
about the chromium 6 levels in their 
drinking water from their local water 
supplies by applying existing right-to- 
know laws and will provide funding to 
state and local water authorities to 
help defray the cost of cleaning up 
chromium 6. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleagues to secure passage of this vi-
tally important health safety measure. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 698 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT LEVEL FOR 

CHROMIUM-6. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1412(b)(12) of the 

Safe Drinking Water Act (42 U.S.C. 300g– 
1(b)(12)) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(C) CHROMIUM-6.— 
‘‘(i) DECLARATION OF CHROMIUM–6 AS CON-

TAMINANT.—Congress declares that chro-
mium–6 is a contaminant subject to regula-
tion under this title. 

‘‘(ii) STUDY.— 
‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days 

after the date of enactment of this subpara-
graph, the Administrator shall enter into a 
contract with the National Academy of 
Sciences under which the National Academy 
of Sciences, not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this subparagraph, 
shall complete a study to determine, and 
shall recommend to the Administrator, an 
appropriate maximum contaminant level 
goal for chromium–6. 

‘‘(II) ESTABLISHMENT OF MCL.—Not later 
than 30 days after the date on which the Ad-
ministrator receives the recommendation of 
the National Academy of Sciences under sub-
clause (I), the Administrator shall establish 
a maximum contaminant level for chro-
mium–6 at a level consistent with that rec-
ommendation. 

‘‘(III) REPORT.—Not later than 30 days 
after the date on which the Administrator 
receives the recommendation of the National 

Academy of Sciences under subclause (I), the 
Administrator shall submit to Congress a re-
port that describes the results of the study. 

‘‘(iii) APPLICABILITY OF OTHER LAW.—Chap-
ter 7, and subchapter II of chapter 5, of title 
5, United States Code, shall not apply to any 
action of the Administrator under this 
clause. 

‘‘(iv) REGULATION.—On and after the date 
of completion of the study under clause (ii), 
the Administrator shall regulate chromium– 
6 as an inorganic contaminant in accordance 
with part 141 of title 40, Code of Federal Reg-
ulations (or a successor regulation).’’. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 1452 of the Safe Drinking Water Act 
(42 U.S.C. 300j–12) is amended by striking 
subsection (m) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(m) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to 

be appropriated to carry out this section, to 
remain available until expended— 

‘‘(A) $599,000,000 for fiscal year 1994; and 
‘‘(B) $1,000,000,000 for each of fiscal years 

1995 through 2005. 
‘‘(2) SUBSEQUENT AUTHORIZATIONS.—To the 

extent that any amount authorized to be ap-
propriated under this subsection for any fis-
cal year is not appropriated for the fiscal 
year, the amount— 

‘‘(A) is authorized to be appropriated in 
any subsequent fiscal year before fiscal year 
2004; and 

‘‘(B) shall remain available until expended. 
‘‘(3) CHROMIUM-6 COMPLIANCE.—Of the funds 

made available under paragraph (1)(B) for 
each of fiscal years 2002 through 2005, such 
sums as are necessary shall be made avail-
able to the Administrator to provide grants 
in accordance with this section to States and 
community water systems for use in car-
rying out activities to comply with section 
1412(b)(12)(C).’’. 

By Mr. JOHNSON (for himself 
and Mr. DASCHLE): 

S. 699. A bill to provide for substan-
tial reductions in the price of prescrip-
tion drugs for Medicare beneficiaries; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to introduce the Prescription 
Drug Fairness for Seniors Act of 2001, 
legislation that addresses the critical 
issue facing our older Americans—the 
cost of their prescription drugs. Stud-
ies have shown that older Americans 
spend almost three times as much of 
their income on health care than those 
under the age of 65, and more than 
three-quarters of Americans aged 65 
and over are taking prescription drugs. 
Study after study has shown that sen-
iors and others who buy their own pre-
scription drugs, are forced to pay over 
twice as much for their drugs as are 
the drug manufactures’ most favored 
customers, such as the federal govern-
ment and large HMOs. Even more 
alarming is the fact that consumers in 
the United States pay far more for 
their prescription drugs than do citi-
zens of other developed nations, result-
ing in price discrimination against mil-
lions of Americans. U.S. consumers are 
footing the bill for drug manufacturer’s 
skyrocketing profit margins year in 
and year out. This is wrong and unfair. 

The Prescription Drug Fairness for 
Seniors Act will protect senior citizens 
and disabled individuals from drug 
price discrimination and make pre-
scription drugs available to Medicare 

beneficiaries at substantially reduced 
prices. The legislation achieves these 
goals by allowing pharmacies that 
serve Medicare beneficiaries to pur-
chase prescription drugs at the drugs’ 
low ‘‘average foreign price.’’ Under the 
bill, the ‘‘average foreign price’’ means 
the average price that the manufac-
turer realizes on drugs sold in Canada, 
France, Germany, Italy, Japan, and the 
United Kingdom. Last year, the ‘‘re-
importation’’ bill had broad bipartisan 
support. Estimated to reduce prescrip-
tion drug prices for seniors by over 40 
percent, this bill will help those seniors 
and disabled individuals who often 
times have to make devastating 
choices between buying food or medica-
tions. Choices that no human being 
should have to make. 

Research and development of new 
drug therapies is an important and nec-
essary tool towards improving a per-
sons quality of life. But due to the high 
price tag that often accompanies the 
latest drug therapies, seniors are often 
left without access to these new thera-
pies, and ultimately, in far too many 
instances, without access to medica-
tion at all. This legislation is an im-
portant step towards restoring the ac-
cess to affordable medications for all 
Medicare beneficiaries. 

While this may not be the magic bul-
let that meets all of the long term 
needs of providing Medicare prescrip-
tion drug coverage, it does provide a 
mechanism for immediate relief from 
rising drug costs. Working together, 
reaching across the aisle, we can use 
this time of unparalleled prosperity to 
do the right thing by our seniors. We 
should do it this year for their sake, 
and for the sake of the future of Medi-
care. 

I look forward to working on this im-
portant issue in the months to come 
and hope that Congress will work 
swiftly in a bipartisan manner to enact 
this legislation that will benefit mil-
lions of senior citizens and disabled in-
dividuals across our nation. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of this bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 699 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Prescription 
Drug Fairness for Seniors Act of 2001’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the fol-
lowing: 

(1) Manufacturers of prescription drugs en-
gage in price discrimination practices that 
compel many older Americans to pay sub-
stantially more for prescription drugs than 
consumers in foreign nations and the drug 
manufacturers’ most favored customers in 
the United States, such as health insurers, 
health maintenance organizations, and the 
Federal Government. 

(2) Older Americans who buy their own pre-
scription drugs often pay twice as much for 
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prescription drugs as consumers in foreign 
nations and the drug manufacturers’ most 
favored customers in the United States. In 
some cases, older Americans pay 10 times 
more for prescription drugs than such cus-
tomers. 

(3) The discriminatory pricing by major 
drug manufacturers sustains their high prof-
its (for example, $27,300,000,000 in 1999), but 
causes financial hardship and impairs the 
health and well-being of millions of older 
Americans. Many older Americans are forced 
to choose between buying their food and buy-
ing their medicines. 

(4) Foreign nations and federally funded 
health care programs in the United States 
use purchasing power to obtain prescription 
drugs at low prices. Medicare beneficiaries 
are denied this benefit and cannot obtain 
their prescription drugs at the lower prices 
available to such nations and programs. 

(5) Implementation of the policy set forth 
in this Act is estimated to reduce prescrip-
tion drug prices for many medicare bene-
ficiaries by an average of 40 percent. 

(6) In addition to substantially lowering 
the costs of prescription drugs for older 
Americans, implementation of the policy set 
forth in this Act will significantly improve 
the health and well-being of older Americans 
and lower the costs to the Federal taxpayer 
of the medicare program. 

(7) Older Americans who are terminally ill 
and receiving hospice care services represent 
some of the most vulnerable individuals in 
our Nation. Making prescription drugs avail-
able to medicare beneficiaries under the care 
of medicare-certified hospices will assist in 
extending the benefits of lower prescription 
drug prices to those most vulnerable and in 
need. 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this Act is to 
protect medicare beneficiaries from dis-
criminatory pricing by drug manufacturers 
and to make prescription drugs available to 
medicare beneficiaries at substantially re-
duced prices. 
SEC. 3. PARTICIPATING MANUFACTURERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Each participating manu-
facturer of a covered outpatient drug shall 
make available for purchase by each phar-
macy such covered outpatient drug in the 
amount described in subsection (b) at the 
price described in subsection (c). 

(b) DESCRIPTION OF AMOUNT OF DRUGS.— 
The amount of a covered outpatient drug 
that a participating manufacturer shall 
make available for purchase by a pharmacy 
is an amount equal to the aggregate amount 
of the covered outpatient drug sold or dis-
tributed by the pharmacy to medicare bene-
ficiaries. 

(c) DESCRIPTION OF PRICE.—The price at 
which a participating manufacturer shall 
make a covered outpatient drug available for 
purchase by a pharmacy is a price no greater 
than the manufacturer’s average foreign 
price. 

(d) ENFORCEMENT.—The United States shall 
debar a manufacturer of drugs or biologicals 
that does not comply with the provisions of 
this Act. 
SEC. 4. SPECIAL PROVISION WITH RESPECT TO 

HOSPICE PROGRAMS. 
For purposes of determining the amount of 

a covered outpatient drug that a partici-
pating manufacturer shall make available 
for purchase by a pharmacy under section 3, 
there shall be included in the calculation of 
such amount the amount of the covered out-
patient drug sold or distributed by a phar-
macy to a hospice program. In calculating 
such amount, only amounts of the covered 
outpatient drug furnished to a medicare ben-
eficiary enrolled in the hospice program 
shall be included. 
SEC. 5. ADMINISTRATION. 

The Secretary shall issue such regulations 
as may be necessary to implement this Act. 

SEC. 6. REPORTS TO CONGRESS REGARDING EF-
FECTIVENESS OF ACT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years 
after the date of enactment of this Act, and 
annually thereafter, the Secretary shall re-
port to Congress regarding the effectiveness 
of this Act in— 

(1) protecting medicare beneficiaries from 
discriminatory pricing by drug manufactur-
ers; and 

(2) making prescription drugs available to 
medicare beneficiaries at substantially re-
duced prices. 

(b) CONSULTATION.—In preparing such re-
ports, the Secretary shall consult with pub-
lic health experts, affected industries, orga-
nizations representing consumers and older 
Americans, and other interested persons. 

(c) RECOMMENDATIONS.—The Secretary 
shall include in such reports any rec-
ommendations the Secretary considers ap-
propriate for changes in this Act to further 
reduce the cost of covered outpatient drugs 
to medicare beneficiaries. 
SEC. 7. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) AVERAGE FOREIGN PRICE.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘average for-

eign price’’ means, with respect to a covered 
outpatient drug, the average price that the 
manufacturer of the drug realizes on the sale 
of drugs with the same active ingredient or 
ingredients that are consumed in covered 
foreign nations, taking into account— 

(i) any rebate, contract term or condition, 
or other arrangement (whether with the pur-
chaser or other persons) that has the effect 
of reducing the amount realized by the man-
ufacturer on the sale of the drugs; and 

(ii) adjustments for any differences in dos-
age, formulation, or other relevant charac-
teristics of the drugs. 

(B) EXEMPT TRANSACTIONS.—The Secretary 
may, by regulation, exempt from the cal-
culation of the average foreign price of a 
drug those prices realized by a manufacturer 
in transactions that are entered into for 
charitable purposes, for research purposes, or 
under other unusual circumstances, if the 
Secretary determines that the exemption is 
in the public interest and is consistent with 
the purposes of this Act. 

(2) COVERED FOREIGN NATION.—The term 
‘‘covered foreign nation’’ means Canada, 
France, Germany, Italy, Japan, and the 
United Kingdom. 

(3) COVERED OUTPATIENT DRUG.—The term 
‘‘covered outpatient drug’’ has the meaning 
given that term in section 1927(k)(2) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396r–8(k)(2)). 

(4) DEBAR.—The term ‘‘debar’’ means to ex-
clude, pursuant to established administra-
tive procedures, from Government con-
tracting and subcontracting for a specified 
period of time commensurate with the seri-
ousness of the failure or offense or the inad-
equacy of performance. 

(5) HOSPICE PROGRAM.—The term ‘‘hospice 
program’’ has the meaning given that term 
under section 1861(dd)(2) of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1395x(dd)(2)). 

(6) MEDICARE BENEFICIARY.—The term 
‘‘medicare beneficiary’’ means an individual 
entitled to benefits under part A of title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act or enrolled 
under part B of such title, or both. 

(7) PARTICIPATING MANUFACTURER.—The 
term ‘‘participating manufacturer’’ means 
any manufacturer of drugs or biologicals 
that, on or after the date of enactment of 
this Act, enters into a contract or agreement 
with the United States for the sale or dis-
tribution of covered outpatient drugs to the 
United States. 

(8) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services. 

SEC. 8. EFFECTIVE DATE. 
The Secretary shall implement this Act as 

expeditiously as practicable and in a manner 
consistent with the obligations of the United 
States. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL (for himself, 
Mr. KOHL, and Mr. HATCH): 

S. 700. A bill to establish a Federal 
interagency task force for the purpose 
of coordinating actions to prevent the 
outbreak of bovine spongiform 
encephalopathy (commonly known as 
‘‘mad cow disease’’) and foot-and- 
mouth disease in the United States; 
read the first time. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, 
today I am joined by my friends and 
colleagues, Senator KOHL and Senator 
HATCH in introducing an expanded 
version of the Mad Cow Prevention Act 
of 2001, which we previously introduced 
on March 14, 2001. Our original bill 
would establish a federal Task Force to 
prevent the spread to and within the 
United States of Mad Cow Disease, 
Foot-and-Mouth Disease, and related 
livestock diseases. This new bill, enti-
tled the Mad Cow and Related Diseases 
Prevention Act of 2001, would add the 
Secretary of State and the Director of 
the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency to the Task Force. 

We also are invoking Rule 14 to have 
the bill placed directly on the Senate 
Calendar. We are taking this rare step 
because of the growing severity of this 
threat and testimony presented at a 
hearing this morning before the Senate 
Subcommittee on Consumer Affairs, 
Foreign Commerce and Tourism. 

We can not take for granted that our 
food supply will not be tainted by Mad 
Cow Disease, which has infected over 
175,000 cattle in Great Britain and Eu-
rope, and other livestock diseases. This 
is an issue that has a direct impact on 
my home state of Colorado, and the 
rest of the nation as a whole. 

We need to proceed in a prudent, cau-
tious way to do everything we can to 
prevent Mad Cow Disease and other 
devastating livestock diseases from en-
tering and spreading in the United 
States. Only then can we ensure con-
tinued consumer confidence in the 
safety of the American food supply. 

The bill we reintroduce today estab-
lishes a Federal Interagency Task 
Force, to be chaired by the Secretary 
of Agriculture, for the purpose of co-
ordinating actions to prevent the out-
break of Mad Cow Disease. The agen-
cies will include the Secretary of Agri-
culture, the Secretary of Commerce, 
the Secretary of Health and Human 
Service, the Secretary of Treasury, the 
Commissioner of the Food and Drug 
Administration, the Director of the Na-
tional Institutes of Health, the Direc-
tor of the Centers for Disease Control, 
the Commissioner of Customs, the Sec-
retary of State, the Director of the 
Federal Emergency Management Agen-
cy, and any other agencies the Presi-
dent deems appropriate. 

No later than 60 days after the enact-
ment of this legislation, the task force 
will submit to Congress a report which 
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will describe the actions the agencies 
are taking and plan to take to prevent 
the spread of Mad Cow and other live-
stock diseases and make recommenda-
tions for the future prevention of the 
spread of this disease to the United 
States. The Task Force should also 
consider and report on foot-and-mouth 
disease, chronic wasting disease and 
other diseases associated with our 
meat industries. I urge my colleagues 
to support its speedy passage. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 700 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Mad Cow 
and Related Diseases Prevention Act of 
2001’’. 

SEC. 2. INTERAGENCY TASK FORCE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—There is established a 
Federal interagency task force, to be chaired 
by the Secretary of Agriculture, for the pur-
pose of coordinating actions to prevent the 
outbreak of bovine spongiform 
encephalopathy (commonly known as ‘‘mad 
cow disease’’), foot-and mouth disease and 
related diseases in the United States. 

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—The membership of the 
task force shall be composed of— 

(1) the Secretary of Agriculture; 
(2) the Secretary of Commerce; 
(3) the Secretary of Health and Human 

Services; 
(4) the Secretary of the Treasury; 
(5) the Commissioner of Food and Drug; 
(6) the Director of the National Institutes 

of Health; 
(7) the Director of the Centers for Disease 

Control and Prevention; 
(8) the Commissioner of Customs; 
(9) the Secretary of State; 
(10) the Director of the Federal Emergency 

Management Agency; and 
(11) the heads of such other Federal depart-

ments and agencies as the President con-
siders appropriate. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 60 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the task 
force shall submit to Congress a report 
that— 

(1) describes actions that are being taken, 
and will be taken, to prevent the outbreak of 
bovine spongiform encephalopathy, foot-and- 
mouth disease and related diseases in the 
United States; and 

(2) contains any recommendations for leg-
islative and regulatory actions that should 
be taken to prevent the outbreak of bovine 
spongiform encephalopathy, foot-and-mouth 
disease and related diseases in the United 
States. 

STATEMENTS ON SUBMITTED 
RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 31—COMMENDING CLEAR 
CHANNEL COMMUNICATIONS AND 
THE AMERICAN FOOTBALL 
COACHES ASSOCIATION FOR 
THEIR DEDICATION AND EF-
FORTS FOR PROTECTING CHIL-
DREN BY PROVIDING A VITAL 
MEANS FOR LOCATING THE NA-
TION’S MISSING, KIDNAPPED, 
AND RUNAWAY CHILDREN 

Mr. THOMPSON submitted the fol-
lowing concurrent resolution; which 
was referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary: 

S. CON. RES. 31 

Whereas children are the Nation’s greatest 
asset for the future; 

Whereas more than 800,000 children dis-
appear each year in the United States, and 
the problem of missing, kidnapped, and run-
away children potentially affects every com-
munity in the Nation; 

Whereas the United States is committed to 
the protection of its children as essential for 
the Nation’s strong and vital growth; 

Whereas Clear Channel Communications 
and the American Football Coaches Associa-
tion are making the United States the world 
leader in the protection of children by pro-
viding 60,000,000 Inkless Child Identification 
Kits for use by parents; 

Whereas these kits allow parents to keep 
vital information, current photographs, and 
fingerprints readily available to provide to 
law enforcement agencies throughout the 
Nation in the event of an emergency; and 

Whereas Clear Channel Communications 
and the American Football Coaches Associa-
tion, through the efforts of board members, 
officers, employees, and subsidiary compa-
nies and the leadership of Lowry Mays, Mark 
Mays, and Grant Teaff, display an out-
standing dedication to the children in com-
munities throughout the Nation: Now, there-
fore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That the Congress 
commends Clear Channel Communications 
and the American Football Coaches Associa-
tion for their dedication and efforts for pro-
tecting children by providing a vital means 
for locating the Nation’s missing, kidnapped, 
and runaway children. 

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. President, 
today I rise to introduce a resolution 
commending Clear Channel Commu-
nications and the American Football 
Coaches Association, AFCA, for their 
efforts to protect children by providing 
a vital means for locating America’s 
missing, kidnapped, and runaway chil-
dren. 

In 1997, the AFCA created the Na-
tional Child Identification Program 
with a goal of fingerprinting 20 million 
children across the country. The AFCA 
began the program after discovering 
some startling statistics regarding 
missing children. The statistics showed 
that every year 450,000 children run 
away, 350,000 are abducted by a family 
member, and over 4,500 are abducted by 
a stranger. A total of 800,000 children 
are missing somewhere in America 
each year, that is one child every 40 
seconds. 

The National Child Identification 
Program provides free inkless finger-
print kits for children. These kits 
allow parents to take and store their 
child’s fingerprints in their own home. 
If ever needed, this fingerprint record 
can give authorities vital information 
to assist them in their efforts to locate 
a missing child. In its first year, the 
AFCA distributed 2.1 million child I.D. 
kits at college football games across 
the country. To date, there have been 
12 million free child I.D. kits distrib-
uted. 

I am proud to say that many in Ten-
nessee have contributed to this effort. 
Phil Fulmer, Head Football Coach at 
the University of Tennessee, has been 
an active participant in this program. 
With his help, the AFCA was able to 
distribute over 200,000 I.D. kits at Uni-
versity of Tennessee football games. 
Last year, Tennessee Governor Don 
Sundquist declared March 2000 as 
‘‘Child Identification Awareness 
Month’’ and acknowledged that the 
program will affect the lives of chil-
dren all over Tennessee. 

Last year, Clear Channel Commu-
nications, a Texas-based media com-
pany, partnered with AFCA to raise 
funds to provide 60 million school-
children with free I.D. kits. They have 
committed to raising $78 million over 
the next three years for this effort. 

This revolution gives special recogni-
tion to the American Football Coaches 
Association and Clear Channel Commu-
nications for their efforts. I ask my 
colleagues to join me in supporting 
this resolution. 

f 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 32—HONORING THE AMER-
ICAN SOCIETY FOR THE PREVEN-
TION OF CRUELTY TO ANIMALS 
FOR ITS 135 YEARS OF SERVICE 
TO THE PEOPLE OF THE UNITED 
STATES AND THEIR ANIMALS 
Mr. DURBIN submitted the following 

concurrent resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

S. CON. RES. 32 

Whereas April 10, 2001, is the 135th anniver-
sary of the founding of The American Soci-
ety for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals 
(‘‘ASPCA’’); 

Whereas ASPCA has provided services to 
millions of people and their animals since its 
establishment in 1866 in New York City by 
Henry Bergh; 

Whereas ASPCA was the first humane soci-
ety established in the western hemisphere; 

Whereas ASPCA teaches children the char-
acter-building virtues of compassion, kind-
ness, and respect for all God’s creatures; 

Whereas the dedicated directors, staff, and 
volunteers of ASPCA have provided shelter, 
medical care, behavioral counseling, and 
placement for abandoned, abused, or home-
less animals in the United States for more 
than a century; and 

Whereas ASPCA, through its observance of 
April as Prevention of Cruelty to Animals 
Month and its promotion of humane animal 
treatment through programs on law enforce-
ment, education, shelter outreach, poison 
control, legislative affairs, counseling, vet-
erinary services, and behavioral training, 
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has provided invaluable services to the peo-
ple of the United States and their animals: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), 
SECTION 1. HONORING THE AMERICAN SOCIETY 

FOR THE PREVENTION OF CRUELTY 
TO ANIMALS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Congress honors The 
American Society for the Prevention of Cru-
elty to Animals for its 135 years of service to 
the people of the United States and their 
animals. 

(b) TRANSMITTAL.—The Secretary of the 
Senate shall transmit a copy of this concur-
rent resolution to the president of The 
American Society for the Prevention of Cru-
elty to Animals. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce a resolution hon-
oring The American Society for the 
Prevention of Cruelty to Animals on 
the 135th Anniversary of their found-
ing. 

The dedicated volunteers of The 
ASPCA have provided shelter, medical 
care, and placement for abandoned and 
abused animals for more than a cen-
tury. 

The ASPCA is the oldest animal wel-
fare organization in North America. 
Henry Bergh began the organization in 
1866 as a platform to prevent the cruel 
beating of carriage horses in New York 
City. Today, The ASPCA is a national 
organization, employing 680,000 work-
ers and providing services to millions 
of people and their animals. The suc-
cess of the organization has made the 
term ASPCA synonymous with ‘‘ani-
mal rescue’’, ‘‘animal shelter’’, ‘‘ani-
mal adoptions’’ and ‘‘humane edu-
cation.’’ 

In my homestate of Illinois, The 
ASPCA has an Animal Poison Control 
Center—the first and only non-profit 
animal-dedicated poison control center 
in the U.S. In 1996, The ASPCA ac-
quired the center from the University 
of Illinois in Champaign-Urbana. The 
center is committed to relieving pain, 
fear and suffering in animals who have 
been poisoned, and to provide edu-
cation on toxicology. 

The ASPCA continues to educate 
adults and children that kindness, car-
ing and respect for all creatures bene-
fits both humans and animals. In addi-
tion, millions of Americans have par-
ticipated in ‘‘Prevention-of-Cruelty-to- 
Animals’’ activities in the month of 
April through their schools and civic 
organizations. 

I ask my colleagues in the Senate to 
join me in congratulating the staff, di-
rectors and volunteers at The ASPCA 
on a successful 135 years of service 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 

SA 179. Mr. KERRY submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 170 proposed by Mr. DOMENICI to the con-
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 83) estab-
lishing the congressional budget for the 
United States Government for fiscal year 
2002, revising the congressional budget for 
the United States Government for fiscal year 
2001, and setting forth appropriate budgetary 

levels for each of fiscal years 2003 through 
2011; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 180. Mr. GRAHAM (for himself and Mrs. 
HUTCHISON) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed to amendment SA 170 
proposed by Mr. DOMENICI to the concurrent 
resolution (H. Con. Res. 83) supra; which was 
ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 181. Mr. GRAHAM (for himself, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON, Mr. GRASSLEY, Ms. COLLINS, Ms. 
SNOWE, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mrs. CARNAHAN, 
Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. SCHUMER, and Mrs. CLIN-
TON) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed to amendment SA 170 proposed 
by Mr. DOMENICI to the concurrent resolu-
tion (H. Con. Res. 83) supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 182. Mr. SANTORUM submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 170 proposed by Mr. DOMENICI 
to the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 83) 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 183. Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mr. WELLSTONE, Ms. LANDRIEU, 
and Mr. DASCHLE) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the con-
current resolution H. Con. Res. 83 supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 184. Mr. HOLLINGS (for himself, Mr. 
DAYTON, Mr. BIDEN, Ms. STABENOW, and Mrs. 
BOXER) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the concurrent resolu-
tion H. Con. Res. 83 supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 185. Mr. HARKIN (for himself, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mr. KENNEDY, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. DAYTON, Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. CORZINE, Ms. MIKULSKI, 
Mr. REED, Mr. REID, Mr. SARBANES, Ms. LAN-
DRIEU, Mr. KERRY, Mr. DASCHLE, and Mr. 
SCHUMER) proposed an amendment SA 170 
proposed by Mr. DOMENICI to the concurrent 
resolution (H. Con. Res. 83) supra. 

SA 186. Mr. SPECTER (for himself, Mr. 
HARKIN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Ms. COLLINS, Ms. LAN-
DRIEU, Mr. KERRY, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. 
DEWINE, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. SARBANES, and 
Ms. SNOWE) proposed an amendment to 
amendment SA 170 proposed by Mr. DOMENICI 
to the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 83) 
supra. 

SA 187. Mrs. LINCOLN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 170 proposed by Mr. DOMENICI 
to the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 83) 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 188. Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself, Mrs. 
CARNAHAN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. REED, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. CORZINE, Mr. GRA-
HAM, and Mr. NELSON, of Florida) proposed 
an amendment to amendment SA 170 pro-
posed by Mr. DOMENICI to the concurrent res-
olution (H. Con. Res. 83) supra. 

SA 189. Mr. WARNER (for himself, Mr. 
HUTCHINSON, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. INHOFE, Ms. 
COLLINS, Mr. MILLER, and Mr. KYL) proposed 
an amendment to amendment SA 170 pro-
posed by Mr. DOMENICI to the concurrent res-
olution (H. Con. Res. 83) supra. 

SA 190. Ms. COLLINS (for herself, Mr. 
BOND, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. COCH-
RAN, Mr. SMITH, of Oregon, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. 
ENZI, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. 
DOMENICI, and Mr. BURNS) proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 170 proposed 
by Mr. DOMENICI to the concurrent resolu-
tion (H. Con. Res. 83) supra. 

SA 191. Ms. STABENOW (for herself and 
Mr. JOHNSON) proposed an amendment to 
amendment SA 170 proposed by Mr. DOMENICI 
to the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 83) 
supra. 

f 

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 

SA 179. Mr. KERRY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 

amendment SA 170 proposed by Mr. 
DOMENICI to the concurrent resolution 
(H.Con.Res. 83) establishing the con-
gressional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2002, revis-
ing the congressional budget for the 
United States Government for fiscal 
year 2001, and setting forth appropriate 
budgetary levels for each of fiscal year 
2003 through 2011; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of title II, insert the following: 
SEC. lll. TAX RELIEF FOR PAYROLL TAX ONLY 

TAXPAYERS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—It shall not be in order in 

the Senate to consider a bill reducing reve-
nues or a conference report on such a bill if 
the bill or conference report reduces reve-
nues by an amount in excess of 
$500,000,000,000 over the period of fiscal years 
2002 through 2011 unless the bill or con-
ference report contains a certification by the 
Committee on Finance or the conferees, re-
spectively, that the bill or conference report 
provides substantial tax relief to the 
28,000,000 taxpayers who pay payroll taxes 
but who do not have sufficient earnings to 
generate income tax liability. 

(b) WAIVER AND APPEAL.—This section may 
be waived or suspended in the Senate only by 
an affirmative vote of three-fifths of the 
Members, duly chosen and sworn. An affirm-
ative vote of three-fifths of the Members of 
the Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall be 
required in the Senate to sustain an appeal 
of the ruling of the Chair on a point of order 
raised under this section. 

SA 180. Mr. GRAHAM (for himself 
and Mrs. HUTCHISON) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 170 proposed by Mr. 
DOMENICI to the concurrent resolution 
(H. Con. Res. 83) establishing the con-
gressional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2002, revis-
ing the congressional budget for the 
United States Government for fiscal 
year 2001, and setting forth appropriate 
budgetary levels for each of fiscal 
years 2003 through 2011; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 4, line 2, increase the amount by 
$319,000,000. 

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by 
$80,000,000. 

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by 
$25,000,000. 

On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by 
$25,000,000. 

On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by 
$25,000,000. 

On page 4, line 20, increase the amount by 
$25,000,000. 

On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by 
$25,000,000. 

On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by 
$25,000,000. 

On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by 
$25,000,000. 

On page 5, line 1, increase the amount by 
$25,000,000. 

On page 5, line 2, increase the amount by 
$25,000,000. 

On page 5, line 7, decrease the amount by 
$80,000,000. 

On page 5, line 8, decrease the amount by 
$25,000,000. 

On page 5, line 9, decrease the amount by 
$25,000,000. 

On page 5, line 10, decrease the amount by 
$25,000,000. 

On page 5, line 11, decrease the amount by 
$25,000,000. 
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On page 5, line 12, decrease the amount by 

$25,000,000. 
On page 5, line 13, decrease the amount by 

$25,000,000. 
On page 5, line 14, decrease the amount by 

$25,000,000. 
On page 5, line 15, decrease the amount by 

$25,000,000. 
On page 5, line 16, decrease the amount by 

$25,000,000. 
On page 32, line 15, increase the amount by 

$319,000,000. 
On page 32, line 16, increase the amount by 

$80,000,000. 
On page 32, line 20, increase the amount by 

$25,000,000. 
On page 32, line 24, increase the amount by 

$25,000,000. 
On page 33, line 3, increase the amount by 

$25,000,000. 
On page 33, line 7, increase the amount by 

$25,000,000. 
On page 33, line 11, increase the amount by 

$25,000,000. 
On page 33, line 15, increase the amount by 

$25,000,000. 
On page 33, line 15, increase the amount by 

$25,000,000. 
On page 33, line 19, increase the amount by 

$25,000,000. 
On page 33, line 23, increase the amount by 

$25,000,000. 
On page 34, line 3, increase the amount by 

$25,000,000. 

SA 181. Mr. GRAHAM (for himself, 
Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. GRASSLEY, Ms. 
COLLINS, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
Mrs. CARNAHAN, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. 
SCHUMER, and Mrs. CLINTON) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
to amendment SA 170 proposed by Mr. 
DOMENICI to the concurrent resolution 
(H. Con. Res. 83) establishing the con-
gressional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2002, revis-
ing the congressional budget for the 
United States Government for fiscal 
year 2001, and setting forth appropriate 
budgetary levels for each of fiscal 
years 2003 through 2011, which was or-
dered to lie on the table, as follows: 

On page 27, line 3, increase the amount by 
$680,000,000. 

On page 27, line 4, increase the amount by 
$510,000,000. 

On page 27, line 8, increase the amount by 
$136,000,000. 

On page 7, line 12, increase the amount by 
$34,000,000. 

On page 32, line 15, increase the amount by 
$180,000,000. 

On page 32, line 20, decrease the amount by 
$40,000,000. 

On page 32, line 24, decrease the amount by 
$20,000,000. 

On page 33, line 3, decrease the amount by 
$15,000,000. 

On page 33, line 7, decrease the amount by 
$15,000,000. 

On page 33, line 11, decrease the amount by 
$15,000,000. 

On page 33, line 15, decrease the amount by 
$15,000,000. 

On page 33, line 19, decrease the amount by 
$15,000,000. 

On page 33, line 23, decrease the amount by 
$15,000,000. 

On page 34, line 3, decrease the amount by 
$15,000,000. 

On page 4, line 2, increase the amount by 
$680,000,000. 

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by 
$690,000,000. 

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by 
$96,000,000. 

On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by 
$14,000,000. 

On page 4, line 19, decrease the amount by 
$15,000,000. 

On page 4, line 20, decrease the amount by 
$15,000,000. 

On page 4, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$15,000,000. 

On page 4, line 22, decrease the amount by 
$15,000,000. 

On page 4, line 23, decrease the amount by 
$15,000,000. 

On page 5, line 1, decrease the amount by 
$15,000,000. 

On page 5, line 2, decrease the amount by 
$15,000,000. 

On page 5, line 7, decrease the amount by 
$690,000,000. 

On page 5, line 8, decrease the amount by 
$96,000,000. 

On page 5, line 9, decrease the amount by 
$14,000,000. 

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by 
$15,000,000. 

On page 5, line 11, increase the amount by 
$15,000,000. 

On page 5, line 12, increase the amount by 
$15,000,000. 

On page 5, line 13, increase the amount by 
$15,000,000. 

On page 5, line 14, increase the amount by 
$15,000,000. 

On page 5, line 15, increase the amount by 
$15,000,000. 

On page 5, line 16, increase the amount by 
$15,000,000. 

SA 182. Mr. SANTORUM submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
to amendment SA 170 proposed by Mr. 
DOMENICI to the concurrent resolution 
(H. Con. Res. 83) establishing the con-
gressional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2002, revis-
ing the congressional budget for the 
United States Government for fiscal 
year 2001, and setting forth appropriate 
budgetary levels for each of fiscal 
years 2003 through 2011; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 10, line 21, increase the amount by 
$707,000,000. 

On page 10, line 22, increase the amount by 
$707,000,000. 

On page 43, line 15, decrease the amount by 
$707,000,000. 

On page 43, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$707,000,000. 

SA 183. Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mr. WELLSTONE, Ms. LAN-
DRIEU, and Mr. DASCHLE) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the concurrent resolution H. 
Con. Res. 83, establishing the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2002, revis-
ing the congressional budget for the 
United States Government for fiscal 
year 2001, and setting forth appropriate 
budgetary levels for each of fiscal 
years 2003 through 2011; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

On page 21, line 15, increase the 
amount by $264,000,000. 

On page 21, line 16, increase the 
amount by $154,000,000. 

On page 43, line 15, decrease the 
amount by $264,000,000. 

On page 43, line 16, decrease the 
amount by $154,000,000. 

On page 48, line 8, increase the 
amount by $264,000,000. 

On page 48, line 9, increase the 
amount by $154,000,000. 

SA 184. Mr. HOLLINGS (for himself, 
Mr. DAYTON, Mr. BIDEN, Ms. STABENOW, 
and Mrs. BOXER) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the concurrent resolution H. Con. 
Res. 83, establishing the congressional 
budget for the United States Govern-
ment for fiscal year 2002, revising the 
congressional budget for the United 
States Government for fiscal year 2001, 
and setting forth appropriate budg-
etary levels for each of fiscal years 2003 
through 2011; which was ordered to lie 
on the table; as follows: 

On page 43, strike lines 10 through 12, and 
insert the following: 

(A) New budget authority, $95,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $95,000,000,000. 
(C) The Senate finds that 
(i) given the apparent economic slowdown, 

the Congress should stimulate the economy 
by passing a 1-year true tax cut stimulus 
package that provides income tax and pay-
roll tax relief; 

(ii) for real economic stimulus the 1-year 
tax cut should equal approximately 1 percent 
of the gross domestic product, or 
$95,000,000,000; 

(iii) a meaningful economic stimulus must 
reach as many taxpayers as possible, or at 
least 120 million people; 

(iv) the broadest range of taxpayers can be 
reached by offering a direct rebate based on 
income tax liability or payroll tax liability; 
and 

(v) the tax stimulus bill should be imme-
diate and take effect on or before July 1, 
2001. 

(D) It is the sense of the Senate that the 
Senate should as soon as practical consider 
and pass a stimulus tax package pursuant to 
this budget resolution that will result in 

(i) up to a $500 rebate per individual for 95 
million taxpayers by reducing in the current 
calendar year the 15 percent income tax rate 
to 10 percent for income brackets 

(I) $0–$20,000 for couples; 
(II) $0–$16,000 for heads of households; and 
(III) $0–$10,000 for single individuals or 

married individuals making a separate re-
turn of tax; and 

(ii) up to a $500 payroll tax rebate for the 
25,000,000 taxpayers who pay taxes but do not 
qualify for the income tax. 

SA 185. Mr. HARKIN (for himself, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mr. KENNEDY, Mrs. MUR-
RAY, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. 
DAYTON, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. 
CORZINE, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. REED, Mr. 
REID, Mr. SARBANES, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. 
KERRY, Mr. DASCHLE, and Mr. SCHU-
MER) proposed an amendment to 
amendment SA 170 proposed by Mr. 
DOMENICI to the concurrent resolution 
(H. Con. Res. 83) establishing the con-
gressional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2002, revis-
ing the congressional budget for the 
United States Government for fiscal 
year 2001, and setting forth appropriate 
budgetary levels for each of fiscal 
years 2003 through 2011; as follows: 

On page 2, line 18, increase the amount by 
$15,600,000,000. 

On page 3, line 1, increase the amount by 
$24,700,000,000. 

On page 3, line 2, increase the amount by 
$34,100,000,000. 

On page 3, line 3, increase the amount by 
$43,200,000,000. 

On page 3, line 4, increase the amount by 
$51,100,000,000. 
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On page 3, line 5, increase the amount by 

$59,100,000,000. 
On page 3, line 6, increase the amount by 

$66,500,000,000. 
On page 3, line 7, increase the amount by 

$73,000,000,000. 
On page 3, line 8, increase the amount by 

$80,200,000,000. 
On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by 

$15,600,000,000. 
On page 3, line 15, decrease the amount by 

$24,700,000,000. 
On page 3, line 16, decrease the amount by 

$34,100,000,000. 
On page 3, line 17, decrease the amount by 

$43,200,000,000. 
On page 3, line 18, decrease the amount by 

$51,100,000,000. 
On page 3, line 19, decrease the amount by 

$59,100,000,000. 
On page 3, line 20, decrease the amount by 

$66,500,000,000. 
On page 3, line 21, decrease the amount by 

$73,000,000,000. 
On page 3, line 22, decrease the amount by 

$80,200,000,000. 
On page 4, line 3, increase the amount by 

$12,200,000,000. 
On page 4, line 4, increase the amount by 

$16,300,000,000. 
On page 4, line 5, increase the amount by 

$20,300,000,000. 
On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by 

$23,800,000,000. 
On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by 

$27,300,000,000. 
On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by 

$30,900,000,000. 
On page 4, line 9, increase the amount by 

$34,000,000,000. 
On page 4, line 10, increase the amount by 

$37,200,000,000. 
On page 4, line 11, increase the amount by 

$40,000,000,000. 
On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by 

$7,800,000,000. 
On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by 

$12,300,000,000. 
On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by 

$17,000,000,000. 
On page 4, line 20, increase the amount by 

$21,600,000,000. 
On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by 

$25,500,000,000. 
On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by 

$29,500,000,000. 
On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by 

$33,300,000,000. 
On page 5, line 1, increase the amount by 

$36,500,000,000. 
On page 5, line 2, increase the amount by 

$40,100,000,000. 
On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by 

$7,800,000,000. 
On page 5, line 9, increase the amount by 

$12,300,000,000. 
On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by 

$17,000,000,000. 
On page 5, line 11, increase the amount by 

$21,600,000,000. 
On page 5, line 12, increase the amount by 

$25,500,000,000. 
On page 5, line 13, increase the amount by 

$29,500,000,000. 
On page 5, line 14, increase the amount by 

$33,300,000,000. 
On page 5, line 15, increase the amount by 

$36,500,000,000. 
On page 5, line 16, increase the amount by 

$40,100,000,000. 
On page 5, line 21, decrease the amount by 

$7,800,000,000. 
On page 5, line 22, decrease the amount by 

$20,100,000,000. 
On page 5, line 23, decrease the amount by 

$37,200,000,000. 
On page 5, line 24, decrease the amount by 

$58,800,000,000. 

On page 5, line 25, decrease the amount by 
$84,300,000,000. 

On page 6, line 1, decrease the amount by 
$113,800,000,000. 

On page 6, line 2, decrease the amount by 
$147,100,000,000. 

On page 6, line 3, decrease the amount by 
$183,600,000,000. 

On page 6, line 4, decrease the amount by 
$223,700,000,000. 

On page 6, line 9, decrease the amount by 
$7,800,000,000. 

On page 6, line 10, decrease the amount by 
$20,100,000,000. 

On page 6, line 11, decrease the amount by 
$37,200,000,000. 

On page 6, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$58,800,000,000. 

On page 6, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$84,300,000,000. 

On page 6, line 14, decrease the amount by 
$113,800,000,000. 

On page 6, line 15, decrease the amount by 
$147,100,000,000. 

On page 6, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$183,600,000,000. 

On page 6, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$223,700,000,000. 

On page 27, line 3, increase the amount by 
$8,300,000,000. 

On page 27, line 4, increase the amount by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On page 27, line 7, increase the amount by 
$12,200,000,000. 

On page 27, line 8, increase the amount by 
$7,800,000,000. 

On page 27, line 11, increase the amount by 
$16,300,000,000. 

On page 27, line 12, increase the amount by 
$12,300,000,000. 

On page 27, line 15, increase the amount by 
$20,300,000,000. 

On page 27, line 16, increase the amount by 
$17,000,000,000. 

On page 27, line 19, increase the amount by 
$23,800,000,000. 

On page 27, line 20, increase the amount by 
$21,600,000,000. 

On page 27, line 23, increase the amount by 
$27,300,000,000. 

On page 27, line 24, increase the amount by 
$25,500,000,000. 

On page 28, line 2, increase the amount by 
$30,900,000,000. 

On page 28, line 3, increase the amount by 
$29,500,000,000. 

On page 28, line 6, increase the amount by 
$34,000,000,000. 

On page 28, line 7, increase the amount by 
$33,300,000,000. 

On page 28, line 10, increase the amount by 
$37,200,000,000. 

On page 28, line 11, increase the amount by 
$36,500,000,000. 

On page 28, line 14, increase the amount by 
$40,000,000,000. 

On page 28, line 15, increase the amount by 
$40,100,000,000. 

On page 43, line 15, decrease the amount by 
$8,300,000,000. 

On page 43, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On page 48, line 8, increase the amount by 
$8,300,000,000. 

On page 48, line 9, increase the amount by 
$1,000,000,000. 

SA 186. Mr. SPECTER (for himself, 
Mr. HARKIN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Ms. COL-
LINS, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. KERRY, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mr. DEWINE, Mrs. MURRAY, 
Mr. SARBANES, and Ms. SNOWE) pro-
posed an amendment to amendment SA 
170 proposed by Mr. DOMENICI to the 
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 83) 
establishing the congressional budget 
for the United States Government for 

fiscal year 2002, revising the congres-
sional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2001, and 
setting forth appropriate budgetary 
levels for each of fiscal years 2003 
through 2011; as follows: 

On page 28, line 23, increase the amount by 
$700,000,000. 

On page 28, line 24, increase the amount by 
$700,000,000. 

On page 43, line 15, decrease the amount by 
$700,000,000. 

On page 43, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$700,000,000. 

SA 187. Mrs. LINCOLN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 170 proposed by Mr. 
DOMENICI to the concurrent resolution 
(H. Con. Res. 83) establishing the con-
gressional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2002, revis-
ing the congressional budget for the 
United States Government for fiscal 
year 2001, and setting forth appropriate 
budgetary levels for each of fiscal 
years 2003 through 2011; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of title II, add the following: 
SEC. ll. RESERVE FUND FOR FISCAL YEAR 2001 

EMERGENCY RELIEF FOR AGRI-
CULTURE. 

If the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri-
tion, and Forestry of the Senate reports a 
bill or joint resolution or a conference report 
thereon is submitted that provides emer-
gency assistance to family farmers who 
produce agricultural commodities in cal-
endar year 2001, the Chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget of the Senate may re-
vise committee allocations for the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry of the Senate and other appropriate 
budgetary aggregates and allocations of new 
budget authority (and the outlays resulting 
therefrom) in this resolution by the amount 
provided by that measure for that purpose, 
but not to exceed $9,000,000,000 in budget au-
thority and outlays for fiscal year 2001, pro-
vided that such legislation will not, when 
taken together with all other previously-en-
acted legislation, reduce the on-budget sur-
plus below the level of the Medicare Hospital 
Insurance Trust Fund surplus in any fiscal 
year provided in this resolution. 
SEC. ll. RESERVE FUND FOR FARM BILL AND 

AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION 
PROGRAMS. 

If the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri-
tion, and Forestry of the Senate reports a 
bill or joint resolution or a conference report 
thereon is submitted that provides for an im-
proved, multi-year safety net for farmers and 
revised authorizations for agricultural trade, 
nutrition, conservation, credit, rural devel-
opment, research, and related programs, the 
Chairman of the Committee on the Budget of 
the Senate may revise committee alloca-
tions for the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry of the Senate and other 
appropriate budgetary aggregates and allo-
cations of new budget authority (and the 
outlays resulting therefrom) in this resolu-
tion by the amount provided by that meas-
ure for that purpose, but not to exceed 
$12,000,000,000 in budget authority and out-
lays for fiscal year 2002, and $120,000,000 in 
budget authority and outlays for the period 
of fiscal years 2002 through 2011, provided 
that such legislation will not, when taken 
together with all other previously-enacted 
legislation, reduce the on-budget surplus 
below the level of the Medicare Hospital In-
surance Trust Fund surplus in any fiscal 
year provided in this resolution. 
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SA 188. Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself, 

Mrs. CARNAHAN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. 
REED, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. 
CORZINE, Mr. GRAHAM, and Mr. NELSON 
of Florida) proposed an amendment to 
amendment SA 170 proposed by Mr. 
DOMENICI to the concurrent resolution 
(H. Con. Res. 83) establishing the con-
gressional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2002, revis-
ing the congressional budget for the 
United States Government for fiscal 
year 2001, and setting forth appropriate 
budgetary levels for each of fiscal 
years 2003 through 2011; as follows: 

(Revenues) 
On page 2, line 17, increase the amount by 

$5,576,000,000. 
On page 2, line 18, increase the amount by 

$7,796,000,000. 
On page 3, line 1, increase the amount by 

$8,815,000,000. 
On page 3, line 2, increase the amount by 

$9,180,000,000. 
On page 3, line 3, increase the amount by 

$9,408,000,000. 
On page 3, line 4, increase the amount by 

$9,766,000,000. 
On page 3, line 5, increase the amount by 

$9,890,000,000. 
On page 3, line 6, increase the amount by 

$10,251,000,000. 
On page 3, line 7, increase the amount by 

$11,032,000,000. 
On page 3, line 8, increase the amount by 

$11,629,000,000. 
(Revenue Reductions) 
On page 3, line 13, decrease the amount by 

$5,576,000,000. 
On page 3, line 14, decrease the amount by 

$7,796,000,000. 
On page 3, line 15, decrease the amount by 

$8,815,000,000. 
On page 3, line 16, decrease the amount by 

$9,180,000,000. 
On page 3, line 17, decrease the amount by 

$9,408,000,000. 
On page 3, line 18, decrease the amount by 

$9,766,000,000. 
On page 3, line 19, decrease the amount by 

$9,890,000,000. 
On page 3, line 20, decrease the amount by 

$10,251,000,000. 
On page 3, line 21, decrease the amount by 

$11,032,000,000. 
On page 3, line 22, decrease the amount by 

$11,629,000,000. 
On page 4, line 2, increase the amount by 

$8,500,000,000. 
On page 4, line 3, increase the amount by 

$9,000,000,000. 
On page 4, line 4, increase the amount by 

$9,500,000,000. 
On page 4, line 5, increase the amount by 

$9,500,000,000. 
On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by 

$9,500,000,000. 
On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by 

$10,000,000,000. 
On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by 

$10,000,000,000. 
On page 4, line 9, increase the amount by 

$10,500,000,000. 
On page 4, line 10, increase the amount by 

$11,500,000,000. 
On page 4, line 11, increase the amount by 

$12,000,000,000. 
On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by 

$5,576,000,000. 
On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by 

$7,796,000,000. 
On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by 

$8,815,000,000. 
On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by 

$9,180,000,000. 
On page 4, line 20, increase the amount by 

$9,408,000,000. 

On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by 
$9,766,000,000. 

On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by 
$9,890,000,000. 

On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by 
$10,251,000,000. 

On page 5, line 1, increase the amount by 
$11,032,000,000. 

On page 5, line 2, increase the amount by 
$11,629,000,000. 

On page 10, line 21, increase the amount by 
$8,500,000,000. 

On page 10, line 22, increase the amount by 
$5,576,000,000. 

On page 10, line 25, increase the amount by 
$9,000,000,000. 

On page 11, line 1, increase the amount by 
$7,796,000,000. 

On page 11, line 4, increase the amount by 
$9,500,000,000. 

On page 11, line 5, increase the amount by 
$8,815,000,000. 

On page 11, line 8, increase the amount by 
$9,500,000,000. 

On page 11, line 9, increase the amount by 
$9,180,000,000. 

On page 11, line 12, increase the amount by 
$9,500,000,000. 

On page 11, line 13, increase the amount by 
$9,408,000,000. 

On page 11, line 16, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On page 11, line 17, increase the amount by 
$9,766,000,000. 

On page 11, line 20, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000,000. 

On page 11, line 9, increase the amount by 
$9,890,000,000. 

On page 11, line 24, increase the amount by 
$10,500,000,000. 

On page 11, line 25, increase the amount by 
$10,251,000,000. 

On page 12, line 3, increase the amount by 
$11,500,000,000. 

On page 12, line 4, increase the amount by 
$11,032,000,000. 

On page 12, line 7, increase the amount by 
$12,000,000,000. 

On page 12, line 8, increase the amount by 
$11,629,000,000. 

On page 43, line 15, decrease the amount by 
$8,500,000,000. 

On page 43, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$5,576,000,000. 

On page 48, line 8, increase the amount by 
$8,500,000,000. 

On page 48, line 9, increase the amount by 
$5,576,000,000. 

SA 189. Mr. WARNER (for himself, 
Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. 
INHOFE, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. MILLER, and 
Mr. KYL) proposed an amendment to 
amendment SA 170 proposed by Mr. 
DOMENICI to the concurrent resolution 
(H. Con. Res. 83) establishing the con-
gressional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2002, revis-
ing the congressional budget for the 
United States Government for fiscal 
year 2001, and setting forth appropriate 
budgetary levels for each of fiscal 
years 2003 through 2011; as follows: 

On page 10, line 21, increase the amount by 
$8,500,000,000. 

On page 10, line 22, increase the amount by 
$6,460,000,000. 

On page 43, line 15, decrease the amount by 
$8,500,000,000. 

On page 43, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$6,460,000,000. 

On page 48, line 8, increase the amount by 
$8,500,000,000. 

On page 48, line 9, increase the amount by 
$6,460,000,000. 

SA 190. Ms. COLLINS (for herself, Mr. 
BOND, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. 

COCHRAN, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Ms. 
SNOWE, Mr. ENZI, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. 
SANTORUM, Mr. DOMENICI, and Mr. 
BURNS) proposed an amendment to 
amendment SA 170 proposed by Mr. 
DOMENICI to the concurrent resolution 
(H. Con. Res. 83) establishing the con-
gressional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2002, revis-
ing the congressional budget for the 
United States Government for fiscal 
year 2001, and setting forth appropriate 
budgetary levels for each of fiscal 
years 2003 through 2011; as follows: 

At the end of title II, insert the following: 
SEC.—. RESERVE FUND FOR MEDICARE PAY-

MENTS TO HOME HEALTH AGEN-
CIES. 

If the Senate Committee on Finance or the 
House Committee on Ways and Means or 
Commerce reports a bill, or if an amendment 
thereto is offered or a conference report 
thereon is submitted, that repeals the 15 per-
cent reduction in payments under the medi-
care program to home health agencies en-
acted by the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 and 
now scheduled to go into effect on October 1, 
2002, the chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget of the House or Senate may increase 
the allocation of new budget authority and 
outlays to that committee and other appro-
priate budgetary aggregates and levels by 
the amount needed, but not to exceed $0 in 
new budget authority and outlays in 2002, 
$4,000,000,000 for the period 2002 through 2006, 
and $13,700,000,000 for the period 2002 through 
2011, subject to the condition that such legis-
lation will not, when taken together with all 
other previously-enacted legislation, reduce 
the on-budget surplus below the level of the 
Medicare Hospital Insurance Trust Fund sur-
plus in any fiscal year covered by this reso-
lution. 

SA 191. Ms. STABENOW (for herself 
and Mr. JOHNSON) proposed an amend-
ment to amendment SA 170 proposed 
by Mr. DOMENICI to the concurrent res-
olution (H. Con. Res. 83) establishing 
the congressional budget for the United 
States Government for fiscal year 2002, 
revising the congressional budget for 
the United States Government for fis-
cal year 2001, and setting forth appro-
priate budgetary levels for each of fis-
cal years 2003 through 2011; as follows: 

On page 2, line 18, increase the 6 amount by 
$700,000,000. 

On page 3, line 1, increase the amount by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On page 3, line 2, increase the amount by 
$1,100,000,000. 

On page 3, line 3, increase the amount by 
$1,300,000,000. 

On page 3, line 4, increase the amount by 
$1,500,000,000. 

On page 3, line 5, increase the amount by 
$1,700,000,000. 

On page 3, line 6, increase the amount by 
$1,900,000,000. 

On page 3, line 7, increase the amount by 
$2,100,000,000. 

On page 3, line 8, increase the amount by 
$2,400,000,000. 

On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by 
$700,000,000. 

On page 3, line 15, decrease the amount by 
$1,000,000,000. 

On page 3, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$1,100,000,000. 

On page 3, line 17, decrease the amount by 
$1,300,000,000. 

On page 3, line 18, decrease the amount by 
$1,500,000,000. 

On page 3, line 19, decrease the amount by 
$1,700,000,000. 
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On page 3, line 20, decrease the amount by 

$1,900,000,000. 
On page 3, line 21, decrease the amount by 

$2,100,000,000. 
On page 3, line 22, decrease the amount by 

$2,400,000,000. 
On page 4, line 3, increase the amount by 

$700,000,000. 
On page 4, line 4, increase the amount by 

$1,000,000,000. 
On page 4, line 5, increase the amount by 

$1,100,000,000. 
On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by 

$1,300,000,000. 
On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by 

$1,500,000,000. 
On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by 

$1,700,000,000. 
On page 4, line 9, increase the amount by 

$1,900,000,000. 
On page 4, line 10, increase the amount by 

$2,100,000,000. 
On page 4, line 11, increase the amount by 

$2,400,000,000. 
On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by 

$700,000,000. 
On page 4, line 18, increase the amount by 

$1,000,000,000. 
On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by 

$1,100,000,000. 
On page 4, line 20, increase the amount by 

$1,300,000,000. 
On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by 

$1,500,000,000. 
On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by 

$1,700,000,000. 
On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by 

$1,900,000,000. 
On page 5, line 1, increase the amount by 

$2,100,000,000. 
On page 5, line 2, increase the amount by 

$2,400,000,000. 
On page 30, line 23, increase the amount by 

$700,000,000. 
On page 30, line 24, increase the amount by 

$700,000,000. 
On page 31, line 2, increase the amount by 

$1,000,000,000. 
On page 31, line 3, increase the amount by 

$1,000,000,000. 
On page 31, line 6, increase the amount by 

$1,100,000,000. 
On page 31, line 7, increase the amount by 

$1,100,000,000. 
On page 31, line 10, increase the amount by 

$1,300,000,000. 
On page 31, line 11, increase the amount by 

$1,300,000,000. 
On page 31, line 14, increase the amount by 

$1,500,000,000. 
On page 31, line 15, increase the amount by 

$1,500,000,000. 
On page 31, line 18, increase the amount by 

$1,700,000,000. 
On page 31, line 19, increase the amount by 

$1,700,000,000. 
On page 31, line 22, increase the amount by 

$1,900,000,000. 
On page 31, line 23, increase the amount by 

$1,900,000,000. 
On page 32, line 2, increase the amount by 

$2,100,000,000. 
On page 32, line 3, increase the amount by 

$2,100,000,000. 
On page 32, line 6, increase the amount by 

$2,400,000,000. 
On page 32, line 7, increase the amount by 

$2,400,000,000. 

f 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce that the Senate Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 

Forestry will meet on April 24, 2001 in 
SD–562 at 9:30 a.m. The purpose of this 
hearing will be to consider nomina-
tions for positions at the Department 
of Agriculture. 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 

FORESTRY 
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I would 

like to announce that the Senate Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry will meet on April 25, 2001 in 
SR–328A at 9:30 a.m. The purpose of 
this hearing will be to review agricul-
tural trade issues. 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 

FORESTRY 
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I would 

like to announce that the Senate Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry will meet on April 26, 2001 in 
SR–328A at 9:30 a.m. The purpose of 
this hearing will be to review agricul-
tural trade issues. 

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 
Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I 

would like to announce that the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs will meet on 
Thursday, April 5, 2001 at 9:30 a.m. in 
room 485 of the Russell Senate Office 
Building to conduct a Hearing to re-
ceive the goals and priorities of the 
United South and Eastern Tribes 
(USET) for the 107th Congress. 

Those wishing additional information 
may contact Committee staff at 202/ 
224–2251. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Finance be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Wednesday, April 4, 2001 to hear tes-
timony on International Trade and the 
American Economy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Wednesday, April 4, 2001 at 
9:30 a.m. to hold a hearing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs be au-
thorized to meet on Wednesday, April 
4, 2001 at 2:00 p.m. for a hearing regard-
ing the State of the Presidential Ap-
pointments Process. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, 
AND PENSIONS 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions be authorized to meet for 
a hearing on States Rights and Federal 
Remedies: When are Employment Laws 

Constitutional? during the session of 
the Senate on Wednesday, April 4, 2001, 
at 9:30 a.m. 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs be authorized 
to meet on Wednesday, April 4, 2001 at 
2:30 p.m. in room 485 of the Russell 
Senate Office Building to conduct a 
Business Meeting on S. 211, the Native 
American Education Improvement Act 
of 2001. 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Small Business be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate on Wednesday, April 4, 2001, begin-
ning at 9:30 a.m. in room 428A of the 
Russell Senate Office Building to hold 
a roundtable entitled ‘‘A Tax Agenda 
for Small Business’’. 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs be author-
ized to meet to hold a hearing on the 
nomination of Tim S. McClain of Cali-
fornia to be VA General Counsel. The 
hearing will be held on Wednesday, 
April 4, 2001, at 9:30 a.m. in room 418 of 
the Russell Senate Office Building. 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Wednesday, April 4, 2001, at 
2:00 p.m. to hold a closed hearing on in-
telligence matters. 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ANTITRUST, BUSINESS 
RIGHTS AND COMPETITION 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary Subcommittee 
on Antitrust, Business Rights and 
Competition be authorized to meet to 
conduct a hearing on Wednesday, April 
4, 2001 at 10:00 a.m. The hearing will 
take place in Dirksen Room 226. 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON CONSUMER AFFAIRS 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Consumer Affairs of the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
on Wednesday, April 4, 2001 at 9:30 am 
on Mad Cow Disease: Are Our Pre-
cautions Adequate? 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON IMMIGRATION 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary Subcommittee 
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on Immigration be authorized to meet 
to conduct a hearing on Wednesday, 
April 4, 2001 at 2:00 p.m. in Dirksen 226. 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON SEAPOWER 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Seapower of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Wednesday, April 4, 2001 at 
9:30 a.m. in open session to receive tes-
timony regarding shipbuilding indus-
trial base issues and initiatives. 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

NATIONAL SHAKEN BABY 
SYNDROME AWARENESS WEEK 

On April 3, 2001, the Senate amended 
and passed S. Res. 55, as follows: 

S. RES. 55 

Whereas the month of April has been des-
ignated National Child Abuse Prevention 
Month as an annual tradition initiated in 
1979 by former President Jimmy Carter; 

Whereas the most recent Government fig-
ures show that almost 1,000,000 children were 
victims of abuse and neglect in 1998, causing 
unspeakable pain and suffering to our most 
vulnerable citizens; 

Whereas among the children who are vic-
tims of abuse and neglect, more than 3 chil-
dren die each day in this country; 

Whereas the rate of child fatalities result-
ing from child abuse and neglect in 1998 for 
children aged 1 and younger accounted for 40 
percent of the fatalities, and for children 
aged 5 and younger accounted for 77.5 per-
cent of the fatalities; 

Whereas head trauma is the leading cause 
of death of abused children, including the 
trauma known as Shaken Baby Syndrome; 

Whereas Shaken Baby Syndrome is a to-
tally preventable form of child abuse, caused 
by a caregiver losing control and shaking a 
baby that is usually less than 1 year of age; 

Whereas Shaken Baby Syndrome can re-
sult in loss of vision, brain damage, paral-
ysis, seizures, or death; 

Whereas an estimated 3,000 children are di-
agnosed with Shaken Baby Syndrome every 
year, with thousands more misdiagnosed and 
undetected; 

Whereas Shaken Baby Syndrome often re-
sults in permanent, irreparable brain damage 
or death to an infant, and more than 
$1,000,000 in medical costs to care for a sin-
gle, disabled child in just the first few years 
of life; 

Whereas the most effective solution for 
ending Shaken Baby Syndrome is to prevent 
such abuse, and it is clear that the minimal 
costs of education and prevention programs 
may prevent enormous medical and dis-
ability costs and untold grief for many fami-
lies; 

Whereas prevention programs have been 
shown to raise awareness and provide criti-
cally important information about Shaken 
Baby Syndrome to parents, caregivers, day- 
care workers, child protection employees, 
law enforcement personnel, health care pro-
fessionals, and legal representatives; 

Whereas prevention of Shaken Baby Syn-
drome is supported by groups such as the 
Shaken Baby Alliance, an organization 
which began with 3 mothers of children who 
had been diagnosed with Shaken Baby Syn-
drome, and whose mission is to educate the 
general public and professionals about Shak-
en Baby Syndrome and to increase support 

for victims and victim families in the health 
care and criminal justice systems; 

Whereas child abuse prevention programs 
and ‘‘National Shaken Baby Syndrome 
Awareness Week’’ are supported by the 
Shaken Baby Alliance, Children’s Defense 
Fund, American Academy of Pediatrics, 
American Medical Association, Child Welfare 
League of America, Prevent Child Abuse 
America, Brain Injury Association, National 
Child Abuse Coalition, National Exchange 
Club Foundation, American Humane Asso-
ciation, Center for Child Protection and 
Family Support, Inc., National Association 
Of Children’s Hospitals and Related Institu-
tions, and many other organizations includ-
ing the National Basketball Association, 
which is sponsoring a series of ‘‘NBA Child 
Abuse Prevention Awareness Night 2001’’ 
events to generate public awareness about 
the issue of child abuse and neglect during 
National Child Abuse Prevention Month 2001; 

Whereas a year 2000 survey by Prevent 
Child Abuse America shows that 1⁄2 of all 
Americans believe child abuse and neglect is 
the most important issue facing this country 
compared to other public health issues; and 

Whereas Congress strongly supports efforts 
to protect children from abuse and neglect: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) designates the third week of April, as 

‘‘National Shaken Baby Syndrome Aware-
ness Week’’ for the year 2001 and all future 
years; and 

(2) requests that the President issue a 
proclamation urging the people of the United 
States to remember the victims of Shaken 
Baby Syndrome and participate in edu-
cational programs to help prevent Shaken 
Baby Syndrome. 

f 

MEASURE READ THE FIRST 
TIME—S. 700 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I un-
derstand S. 700 is at the desk. I ask for 
its first reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 700) to establish a Federal inter-

agency task force for the purpose of coordi-
nating actions to prevent the outbreak of bo-
vine spongiform encephalopathy (commonly 
known as ‘‘mad cow disease″) and foot-and- 
mouth disease in the United States. 

Mr. STEVENS. I now ask for its sec-
ond reading and object to my own re-
quest. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the rule, the bill will receive its second 
reading on the next legislative day. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, for 
those reading this, this is the Camp-
bell-Kohl-Hatch Mad Cow and Related 
Diseases Prevention Act of 2001. 

f 

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, APRIL 5, 
2001 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent when the Senate 
completes its business today, it ad-
journ until the hour of 9:15 a.m. on 
Thursday, April 5. I further ask con-
sent that on Thursday, immediately 
following the prayer, the Journal of 
proceedings be approved to date, the 
morning hour be deemed expired, time 
for the two leaders be reserved for their 
use later in the day, and the Senate 

then resume the concurrent budget res-
olution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, for the 
information of Senators, speaking for 
the leader, tomorrow the Senate will 
resume consideration of the two pend-
ing amendments to the budget resolu-
tion. Following 10 minutes for debate, 
there will be two consecutive votes be-
ginning at approximately 9:30 a.m. 
Those votes are in relation to the Sta-
benow and Collins amendments regard-
ing home health. Additional votes will 
occur during the day. Again, a late 
night is expected as the Senate nears 
completion of this budget resolution. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:15 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, I now ask unanimous 
consent the Senate stand in adjourn-
ment under the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 9:53 p.m., adjourned until Thursday, 
April 5, 2001, at 9:15 a.m. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate April 4, 2001: 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

THEODORE WILLIAM KASSINGER, OF MARYLAND, TO 
BE GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF COM-
MERCE, VICE JAMES A. DORSKIND. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

SEAN B. O’HOLLAREN, OF OREGON, TO BE AN ASSIST-
ANT SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION, VICE MICHAEL J. 
FRAZIER, RESIGNED. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

JOHN B. TAYLOR, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE AN UNDER 
SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, VICE TIMOTHY F. 
GEITHNER. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

PAULA J. DOBRIANSKY, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AN UNDER 
SECRETARY OF STATE (GLOBAL AFFAIRS), VICE FRANK 
E. LOY. 

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

STEPHEN A. PERRY, OF OHIO, TO BE ADMINISTRATOR 
OF GENERAL SERVICES, VICE DAVID J. BARRAM, RE-
SIGNED. 

THE JUDICIARY 

MAURICE A. ROSS, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, TO 
BE AN ASSOCIATE JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT OF 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FOR THE TERM OF FIFTEEN 
YEARS, VICE HENRY F. GREENE, TERM EXPIRED. 

ERIK PATRICK CHRISTIAN, OF THE DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA, TO BE AN ASSOCIATE JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR 
COURT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FOR THE TERM 
OF FIFTEEN YEARS, VICE EUGENE N. HAMILTON, TERM 
EXPIRED. 

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

CHRIS SPEAR, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AN ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY OF LABOR, VICE EDWARD B. MONTGOMERY. 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR REGULAR AP-
POINTMENT IN THE GRADES INDICATED IN THE UNITED 
STATES ARMY IN THE NURSE CORPS (AN), DENTAL 
CORPS (DE), JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL’S CORPS (JA), 
MEDICAL CORPS (MC), MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS (MS), 
MEDICAL SPECIALIST CORPS (SP) UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., 
SECTIONS 531 AND 3064: 

To be colonel 

MARGRETTA M DIEMER, 0000 MC 
KELLY T MCKEE JR., 0000 MC 
KATY L REYNOLDS, 0000 MC 
PAUL B ROCK, 0000 MC 
WILLIAM C WILLIARD III, 0000 MC 
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To be lieutenant colonel 

MARY B BEDELL, 0000 AN 
DONNA S GACKE, 0000 AN 
RICHARD L HUGHES, 0000 DE 
KENNETH W MEADE, 0000 MC 
SHERRY J MORREY, 0000 SP 
BRENT V NELSON, 0000 MC 
JAMES R UHL, 0000 MC 
JOHN M WEMPE, 0000 MC 

To be major 

LARRY M FREYBERGER, 0000 AN 
JANICE M GENUA, 0000 AN 
PAULINE V GROSS, 0000 SP 
YOSHIO G HOKAMA, 0000 SP 
DANIEL M JAYNE, 0000 SP 
GREGORY T KIDWELL, 0000 AN 
RONALD L LANDERS, 0000 AN 
VIVIAN G LUDI, 0000 AN 
JAY F WIGBOLDY, 0000 MC 
THOMAS R YARBER, 0000 AN 

To be captain 

FARRELL H ADKINS, 0000 AN 
GILBERT AIDINIAN, 0000 MS 
HERMAN A ALLISON, 0000 AN 
AARON G AMACHER III, 0000 MS 
CATHERINE Y ANDERSON, 0000 AN 
KEVIN P BANKS, 0000 MS 
RUSSELL L BARFIELD, 0000 MS 
BRUCE J BEECHER, 0000 SP 
RONALD D BEESLEY, 0000 MS 
JOSEPH B BERGER III, 0000 JA 
LOUIS A BIRDSONG, 0000 JA 
JASON D BOTHWELL, 0000 MS 
KARL W BREWER, 0000 MS 
SARA K BUCKELEW, 0000 MS 
SUSAN J BURGERHETZEL, 0000 JA 
MATTHEW P BURKE, 0000 MS 
KAREN H CARLISLE, 0000 JA 

JESUS M CASTRO, 0000 AN 
MARY T CHRISTAL, 0000 AN 
PAUL CIMINERA, 0000 MS 
SHERMAN D CLAGG, 0000 AN 
DANIEL Z CROWE, 0000 JA 
JOHN C DEHN, 0000 JA 
JOSEPH G DOUGHERTY, 0000 MS 
LISA A DRUMMOND, 0000 AN 
GARY L EBERLY, 0000 MS 
DAVID J EIGNER, 0000 MS 
MATTHEW N FANDRE, 0000 MS 
MATTHEW V FARGO, 0000 MS 
KENNETH A FERRELL, 0000 AN 
BRADLEY C GARDINER, 0000 MS 
DALE W GEORGE, 0000 MS 
DUNCAN A GILLIES II, 0000 MS 
MATTHEW E GRIFFITH, 0000 MS 
JEFFREY C HAGLER, 0000 JA 
DAVID P HARPER, 0000 MS 
JASON S HAWLEY, 0000 MS 
JOSHUA P HERZOG, 0000 MS 
CRISTL E HIGHTOWER, 0000 AN 
MATTHEW S HING, 0000 MS 
AARON B HOLLEY, 0000 MS 
CHAD K HOLMES, 0000 MS 
ROBERT P HUSTON, 0000 JA 
JOHN T HYATT, 0000 JA 
PAULA J JACKSON, 0000 MS 
MATTHEW A JAVERNICK, 0000 MS 
JEFFERSON W JEX, 0000 MS 
TIMOTHY W JUDGE, 0000 MS 
DANIEL E KIM, 0000 MS 
BRIAN K KONDRAT, 0000 AN 
HERBERT P KWON, 0000 MS 
LOUIS J LAND, 0000 MS 
LLEWELLYN V LEE, 0000 MS 
BILLY W MAHANEY, 0000 MS 
GREGORY T MCCAIN, 0000 MS 
DAWN M MCDOWELLTORRES, 0000 MS 
MATTHEW M MILLER, 0000 JA 
STEVE B MIN, 0000 MS 

ANGELITA MOORE, 0000 MS 
WESLEY A MORGAN, 0000 AN 
SHERRY D MOSLEY, 0000 AN 
BRETT A NELSON, 0000 MS 
CHUCK T NGUYEN, 0000 MS 
JEREMY C PAMPLIN, 0000 MS 
DINA S PAREKH, 0000 MS 
SCOTT L PARIS, 0000 AN 
PARESH R PATEL, 0000 MS 
WILLIAM D PORTER, 0000 MS 
DUNFORD N POWELL, 0000 MC 
NANCY L RABAGO, 0000 AN 
PATRICK A RANEY, 0000 MS 
EDWARD C REDDINGTON, 0000 JA 
PHYLLIS A RHODES, 0000 AN 
BRENDA A RICHARDS, 0000 AN 
PEACHES A RICHARDS, 0000 MS 
RUTH A RING, 0000 AN 
MARK A ROBINSON, 0000 MS 
DOUGLAS W ROGERS, 0000 AN 
LARRY S ROGERS, 0000 MS 
SONYA I ROWE, 0000 AN 
JEFFREY N SCHMIDT, 0000 MS 
TOD W SCHNETZLER, 0000 AN 
RONALD J SHANK, 0000 AN 
DONALD G SHIPMAN, 0000 SP 
W B SIMS, 0000 AN 
EUGENE K SOH, 0000 MS 
JOHN W SONG, 0000 MS 
ABRAHAM W SUHR, 0000 MS 
BRENT A TINNEL, 0000 MS 
BRIAN K TRAWICK, 0000 AN 
PAUL S URIBE, 0000 MS 
AMBER L VEGH, 0000 MS 
MELVIN E WAGNER, 0000 MS 
MARVETTA WALKER, 0000 AN 
MICHELLE L WICKSTROM, 0000 MS 
PATRICIA M WILLIAMS, 0000 SP 
JOE C WILSON, 0000 AN 
MARY A WITT, 0000 AN 
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